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FOREWORD 



The pace and scope of change over the last decade have 
indeed been extraordinary. The United States has been 
confronted with not just the collapse of the Soviet empire 
but also with revolutionary scientific breakthroughs, the 
transformation of the global economy, and the erosion of 
many of the basic premises of the Westphalian system of 
international order. The U.S. policy community has 
attempted to make sense of these and other changes by 
recourse to bodies such as the National Defense Panel and 
the U.S. Commission on National Security/21st Century 
(USNCS/21). TheUSNCS/21 iscurrently inthethird phase 
of its mandated activities. At the end of phase three, the 
members of the Commi ssi on wi 1 1 recommend changes i n the 
institutions of the U.S. national security policymaking 
system. Its conclusions are likely to stimulate a lively, and 
much needed, debate. 

The U.S. Army War College chose the theme of 
"Organizing for National Security" for its Tenth Annual 
Strategy Conference i n order to contri bute to the u pcomi ng 
debate about institutional reform. This volume provides a 
summary of the proceedings of that conference. It includes 
historical, analytical, and prescriptive articles relating to 
the national security bureaucracy. Virtually all of the 
authors accept that some degree of reform is necessary for a 
system which can trace its roots back to the 1947 National 
Security Act. Not surprisingly, they differ in their opinions 
about which parts of the system are most in need of repair, 
and in their specific recommendations. Several 
contributors applaud the trend toward jointness in the 
armed services and recommend that this serve as a model 
for future reforms of the institutions responsible for 
national security policymaking. 

In order for institutional reform to succeed, it will have 
to be guided by a coherent and compelling national strategy 
which must, in turn, be anchored in widely-accepted 
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national interests. It will alsohavetobein accord with such 
constitutional principles as civilian control of the armed 
forces and the inviolability of the civil liberties of all 
Americans. This is a tall order for U.S. policymakers. 
H opef u 1 1 y , t h e ch a pt er s i n t h i s vol u me w i 1 1 offer some u sef u I 
insights and some encouragement. 



DOUGLAS C. LOVELACE,] R. 
Director 

Strategic Studies I nstitute 
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CHAPTER 1 



INTRODUCTION 



Douglas T. Stuart 



The weekend of J uly 25-27, 1947, was an especially 
hectic and stressful period for the Washington policy 
community. Congress was rushing to wrap up its 
end-of-term business before adjourning for the summer. 
The budget was the most contentious issue, since the 
Republican majority was still looking for ways to make good 
on its promise to cut 15 percent from the $37.5 billion that 
President Harry S. Truman had requested in January. 
These deliberations were complicated by the fact that the 
President had also asked Congress for supplemental 
funding for aid to Greece and Turkey. Legislation also had 
to be passed in order toterminate 175 war powers which the 
President still had at his disposal from World War 1 1 . 

One important piece of legislation was easily dispensed 
with during this weekend. The so-called "unification bill," 
which had already been passed bytheSenate, was approved 
in the House by a voice vote on theafternoon ofj uly25. Few 
commentators referred to the legislation by its official 
name— The National Security Act (NSA). The ease with 
which the legislation was passed belied the long process of 
congressional hearings and the intense struggles which 
preceded the final vote. The finished product was a 
patchwork of compromises which raised many more 
questions than they resolved. Commentators wondered, for 
example, how a new "super" Secretary of Defense, with the 
help of three assistants, would be able to exercise control 
over the military services which were theoretically under 
his authority. Some commentators asked how "jointness" 
could be achieved by the J oint Chiefs of Staff (J CS), without 
a strong C ha i r man to control thei r del i berati ons. Thefuture 
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oftheNational Security Council (NSC) was very uncertain, 
since President Truman viewed it as a "second"— and 
unnecessary— cabinet. Nor was it clear whether the new 
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) would be asked to do 
more than simply assist the NSC in the coordination and 
evaluation of intelligence information provided by the 
separate branches of government. 

Many of these questions were answered by the late 
1950s. The Office of the Secretary of Defense had been 
expanded and given greater authority as the Department of 
Defense. The J oint Chiefs had acquired a Chairman, 
although his powers were still circumscribed. TheCIA had 
evolved from being a support agency for the NSC into an 
independent and influential component of the national 
security system. Finally, the NSC had become established 
at the "top of policy hi 11."^ 

The national security bureaucracy which exists today 
differs in important respects from the system which was in 
place by the late 1950s. However, what is most striking 
about the existing system is not how much has changed, but 
how little. The Clinton administration came into office 
committed to fundamental reform of the national security 
bureaucracy, and some interesting changes have taken 
place since that time. But these changes are better 
understood as exercises in gardening rather than 
architecture. 

Over the last decade many experts and political leaders 
have asserted that there is a self-evident need for structural 
reform in the national security bureaucracy, in light of the 
dramatic changes which havetaken place sincethecollapse 
of the Soviet empire. During the spring of 1999, the U.S. 
Army War College selected this issueas the central focus of 
itsTenth Annual Strategy Conference. E ntitled Organizi ng 
for National Security in the New Century, the conference 
provided an opportunity for policy analysts, government 
representatives, and academic experts to discuss the 
strengths and weaknesses of the existing arrangements for 
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national security policy making and to propose some 
reforms. The organizers were careful to anchor these 
discussions in presentations on the institutional history of 
the national security bureaucracy. 

The articles in this volume are based on the proceedings 
of theTenth Annual Strategy Conference. This publication 
would not have been possible without the expert assistance 
and guidance of several people, including Colonel J oseph 
Cerami, Ms. Marianne Cowling, Ms. Victoria Kuhn, 
Professor Douglas Lovelace,] r., Ms. Rita Rummel, and Dr. 
Earl Tilford. Special thanks must be reserved for Dr. Steven 
M etz, who pi ayed an i ndi spensabi e rol e i n the desi gn of the 
conference and in the conceptualization of this book. 

T h i s vol u me wi 1 1 be pu bl i sh ed sh ort I y before t h e el ect i on 
of a new U.S. president. The next president will enter the 
White House at a time when the United States is enjoying 
unprecedented power and influence throughout the world, 
and at a time when no nation in the world poses a direct 
military threat to America's survival. The new 
administration would be well advised to take advantage of 
this fortuitous situation to address fundamental problems 
in our national security bureaucracy. Hopefully, this book 
wi 1 1 provi de some val uabi e gu i dance about what works and 
what does not work in the existing system. 

ENDNOTES - CHAPTER 1 

1. Anna Kasten Nelson, 'The Top of Policy Hill': President 
Eisenhower and the National Security Council," Diplomatic History, 
No. 7, Fall 1983, pp. 307-26. 
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CHAPTER 2 



PRESENT AT THE LEGISLATION: 
THE 1947 NATIONAL SECURITY ACT 



Douglas T. Stuart 



At atimewhen thetwo most commonly asked questions 
about U.S. foreign policy are "Where are we going?" and 
"Why are we doing this?," it is only natural that peopleare 
tempted to look back nostalgically to those periods in 
American history when foreign policymaking shared many 
characteristics with the field of architecture. I have been 
given the enviable task of looking back to one such period, 
when individuaIslikeHarryTruman, George Marshal I, and 
J ames Forrestal wrestled with each other over big issues of 
principleand policy.Thisarticlewill focuson oneofthemost 
intense debates of this period, which culminated in the 
passage of the 1947 National Security Act (NSA). TheNSA 
is certainly oneofthemost important pieces of legislation of 
the 20th century. It established the post-war National 
Military Establishment, composed of the Departments of 
the Army, Navy, and (a newly created) Air Force, all under 
the authority of a Secretary of Defense with cabinet rank. 
The legislation also provided a legal identity for thej oint 
Chi efs of Staff and created the Central I ntel I i gen ce Agency, 
the National Security Council, the National Security 
Resources Board, the Munitions Board, and the Research 
and Development Board. 

The fact that the NSA has not received the kind of 
scholarly attention that it deserves is partly attributable to 
the i ncl i nation of most commentators totreat it as a footnote 
in thehistory oftheformative period oftheCold War. When 
it is placed in this context, the story of the NSA tends to be 
overshadowed by the dramatic events of that period. This 
article begins from the premise that this is a misreading of 
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the history of the NSA. In fact, the 1947 Act cannot be 
understood unless one goes back to debates and decisions 
which took pi ace during the I ate 1930s and early 1940s. It is 
of more than historical significance that these debates and 
decisions were both logically and chronologically prior to 
post-war discussions about the nature and implications of 
the Soviet threat. Because once it is made clear that the 
national security state has roots which run much deeper 
than the early Cold War era, we have a basis for 
understanding why there has been so little structural 
change in the national security system si nee the col I apse of 
the Soviet Union. 

One useful date for beginning this story is J uly 1937, 
when, in the wake of the J apanese invasion of China, 
President Franklin D. Roosevelt seems to have made the 
decision to move the nation away from a posture of "well 
ordered neutrality" and toward military preparedness. 
Over the next 4 years, the President managed a cautious 
campaign of half-steps, which were designed to give the 
United States a running start in the event that war was 
unavoidable. 

Aside from the specific concerns that Roosevelt had 
about what thej apanese and Germans were saying and 
doing in Asia and Europe, respectively, the President was 
preoccupied with two broader and deeper trends in world 
affai rs. F i rst, as a student of geopol i ti cs, he was i ncreasi ngl y 
concerned about the rapidly improving technologies of air 
power, which seemed to be on the verge of ending forever 
Ameri ca's hi stori c situati on of rel ati ve i n vu I nerabi I i ty. B i 1 1 y 
Mitchell had been making this argument forcefully and 
effectively si nee the early 1930s: 

What will thefuture hold for us? Undoubtedly an attack on the 
great centers of population. If a European country attacks the 
United States, New York, Chicago, Detroit, Pittsburgh, and 
Washington, D.C. will be the first targets.^ 
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The President demonstrated his sensitivity to such 
arguments in an address to Congress on May 16, 1940, in 
which he noted that although the Atlantic and Pacific 
Oceans had served as "reasonably adequate defensive 
barriers" in the past, they could no longer be relied upon to 
protect the nation. Military preparedness, which could only 
be achieved by increased defense spending, had to take the 
place of geographic isolation as the basis for American 
national security. 

FDR's second fundamental concern in the I ate 1930s had 
to do with the global spread of totalitarian governments. 
Since coming to office in the midst of the depression, 
Roosevelt had watched as dictatorial regimes spread across 
the globe. Many American commentators celebrated the 
dynamism and efficiencies of these authoritarian systems, 
while describing the U.S. system pejoratively as a "mature 
economy." Roosevelt and his colleagues were also acutely 
aware of the natural advantages that di ctatorshi ps enjoyed 
in foreign affairs, and in their ability to shift their nation's 
economies into a warfighting mode at very short notice. As 
early as J anuary 1933, Roosevelt was advised by Walter 
Lippmannthat 'Thesituation iscritical, Franklin. You may 
have no alternative but to assume dictatorial power. 

The President was too much of an optimist, too confident 
of his own skills as a leader, and too convinced of the 
inherent strengths of American democracy to entertain the 
notion that dictatorship was the wave of the future in the 
United States. He was also encouraged by the fact that 
America had at its disposal a community of experts who 
represented a relatively new field of study called public 
administration, which promised to employ theories of 
management science to create efficiencies in both the 
private and public sectors which would make the United 
States competitive with the dictatorships of the world 
without doing violence to our constitutional system. 

As the war approached, one particular book seemed to 
capture both the challenges of the modern world and the 
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potential for management science to make the United 
States competitive and secure. The book was The I mpact of 
War, pu bl i shed i n 1941 by E . P endl eton H err i ng, a P rofessor 
in Harvard's Government department who was also 
associated with Harvard's new Graduate School of Public 
Administration. It wasoneof thefirst books to use the term 
"national security," and it was certainly the most 
authoritative pre-war attempt to describe what a national 
security bureaucracy should look like. Herring argued that 
our history had not prepared us for the challenges of the 
modern world because it had encouraged Americans to hold 
a "persistent suspicion of militarism." He called for a new 
approach to foreign policymaking, which would include a 
permanent and influential pi ace for military advisers at the 
top levels of government intimesof both war and peace. He 
also recommended that the U ni ted States take advantage of 
new technologies of communication and transportation to 
enhance "centralization, standardization and 
regimentation" in ways that would transform our 
government from a "negative state" to a "positive state." 
H erri ng was confi dent that a more cooperati ve rel ati onsh i p 
could also be established between the White House and 
C on gr ess, beca u se "t h e pr essu r e of ci r cu mst a n ces cl oses the 
separation of powers." He cl aimed that radical reform of the 
foreign pol icymaki ng system was necessary because of the 
threats that the United States was facing in 1941. But he 
also stressed that the changes that he was proposi ng wou I d 
be necessary for our country in a period of peace as well, 
because they would undergird a dynamic and influential 
foreign policy. 'TheRoman Phalanx," Herring reminded his 
readers, "was a necessary prel i mi nary tothe P ax Romana."^ 

Professor Herring's book was well received by the pol icy 
community. Reviewing the book for The Herald Tribune 
Louis Hacker noted that: 

If Pendleton Herring's book Isa sign of thetimes, weareat last 

in the process of confronting our national problems realistically. 

It should be said at once that it is one of the most significant 

analyses produced by the current emergency.'' 
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Two months after Hacker reviewed the Impact of War, 
Professor Herring'sthesis was overwhelmingly accepted by 
the American people— as a result of the attack on Pearl 
Harbor. The importance of Pearl Harbor is hard to 
exaggerate in any study of American national security. 
After December 7, 1941, theAmerican peoplefavored a new 
approach to foreign policymaking which gave a privileged 
status tothe military while also creating new procedures for 
civilian-military collaboration. 

The experiences of World War 1 1 tended to confirm both 
the lessons of Pearl Harbor and the wisdom of Herring's 
thesis. During the war there was some interesting 
discussion about what a post-war foreign policy system 
should look like, but the more important contribution of the 
war was the precedents that were set by the establishment 
of such entities as thej oint Chiefs, the Office of Strategic 
Services (OSS) and the State-War-Navy-Coordinating 
Committee (SWNCC). As a consultant to the War 
Department, the Navy Department and the Bureau of the 
Budget, H erring was oneof a handful of experts who studied 
closely the functioning of these and other federal agencies 
duringthewar. HealsochairedtheCommitteeof Records of 
War Administration which published in 1946 the official 
administrative hi story of the war effort.^ 

One of the principal architects of the wartime 
decisionmaking apparatus was also one of the people with 
the strongest opinions about the need for specific post-war 
reforms. George Marshall's experience as Army Chief of 
Staff during World War 1 1 confirmed his pre-war views on 
the need for a complete unification of the armed services. 
When he attempted to raise this issue with Roosevelt and 
others during the war, he was routinely rebuffed on the 
grounds that a substantive discussion of this option while 
the country was at war might undermine the war effort. 
Marshall was not alonein arguing for the unification ofthe 
armed forces, however. One influential ally was Senator 
Harry Truman, who published an article in the August 26, 
1944, issue of Collier's magazine entitled "Our Armed 



9 




Forces Must Be Unified. "T rumancondudedtheartidewith 
the statement that: 

The road, as I seeit, stretches straight and with noturns. . .The 
end, of course, must be the integration of every element of 
America's defense in one department under one authoritative, 
responsible head. Call it the War Department or the 
Department of National Security or what you will, just so it is 
one department . . . One team with all the reins in one hand . . . 
Under such a set-up another Pearl Harbor will not have to be 
feared.® 

Truman attributed his convictions about the need for 
unification to his own experiences in the military during 
World War I , to the lessons he had learned as a member of 
the Senate Appropriations and Military Affairs 
Committees, to his chairmanship of the Special Committee 
tol nvestigatetheNational Defense Program and, aboveall, 
to the "Record of the Pearl Harbor Hearings."^ 

During the war, FDR's opposition made it hard for 
Marshall to cooperate publicly with allies likeTruman, so 
the General had to content himself with efforts to put the 
need for unification on record within the military. He did so 
by highlighting the findings of thej oint Strategic Survey 
Committee(j SSC) Report (March 1944) and the Richardson 
Committee Report (April 1945). Both studies came out in 
favor of the principle of unification. Marshall had great 
difficulty in building upon such general statements, 
however. In a memo dated April 17, 1944, to Fleet Admiral 
Ernest King, Marshall pressed the argument that si nee the 
J SSC study had recommended that the J oint Chiefs 
"approvefor purposes of study the princi pie of three services 
within one military organization . . ."the leadership of the 
War and Navy Departments should begin discussions 
aimed at developing plans for a "sound organization at the 
top. . ."to administer the new system. He also warned that 
Congress was beginning to look intotheissueof unification, 
and that "If we cannot solve the question, it is going to be 
solved for us and probably in a manner that neither the War 
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nor the Navy Departments would desire."^ Marshall's 
pressure tactics backfired, however, because they put the 
Navy leadership on the defensive and convinced them to 
close ranks with their allies in Congress to resist 
unification. 

It is worth notingthat prior toWorld War 1 1 , theservices 
spoke with one voice in their opposition to unification. This 
was due not only to the fact that both services wanted to 
preserve their independence but also to the fact that 
Congress was primarily interested in unification as a 
pretext for making deep cuts in the defense budget. A 
statement in 1932 by Army Chief of Staff Douglas 
MacArthur in opposition to one such legislative proposal is 
typical ofthecommon position taken bytheArmyand Navy 
during this period; 

... I give it as my fixed opinion that such an amalgamation as 
proposed would endanger victory for theU nited States in case 
of war. . . . Pass this bill and every potential enemy of the 
United States will rejoice.® 

By the second year of the war, however, most Army 
spokesmen agre^ with Secretary of War Henry Stimson 
that in an ageof "triphibious warfare" the services could no 
longer affordtothinkor act in isolation from each other. The 
Army's new position was summarized in a report to General 
Marshall by Brigadier General William F. Tompkins, 
Director of the Special Planning Division of the War 
Department in October 1943: 

. . .This war is, and futurewars undoubtedly will be, largely a 
series of combined operations in each of which ground, air, and 
sea forces must be employed together and coordinated under 
one directing head . . . 

M arshal I and some of his col I eagues i n the War Department 
were also very sensitive to the risk that, if unification was 
not accomplished, it would be the Army which would take 
the most serious hits from budget cutters when the war 
ended. 
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Whiletheexperienceof Pearl Harbor and thefirst stages 
of the war convinced the Army leadership that unity of 
command had to beestabi i shed at thetop, the N avy, with its 
tradition of self-reliant solutions to challenges from not just 
the sea, but the land and air as well, claimed that it had 
al ready solved the problem of unity of command— with! n its 
own service. This argument is best illustrated by the 
comments of Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Artemus 
Gates, during the 1944 Unification Hearings by the House 
Select Committee on Post-War Military Policy (Woodrum 
Committee). Gates argued that if "consolidation" was 
necessary, the government should consider "merging the 
whole military establishment into the existing Navy" since 
it already had an integrated force with sea, land, and air 
components.^^ 

The mix of principled and particularist interests which 
made the debate over unification so difficult and intense 
also complicated post-war discussions about the reform, 
preservation, or elimination of other entities which had 
been established during the war. For example, most people 
bel i eved that some type of i ntel I i gence servi ce was goi ng to 
be necessary after the war. But all ofthe major institutional 
pi ayers al so u nder stood that control of i nfor mat i on wou I d be 
an enormous source of post-war power and influence, and 
every agency wanted a piece of the action. The Truman 
administration at first attempted to resolve the inevitable 
turf war by coordination schemes— most notably the 
creation ofthe National I ntel I i gence Authority (NIA) and 
the Central Intelligence Group (CIG).^^ In his memoirs. 
Dean Acheson speaks with disdain of all such formulas for 
coordination, noting that "A good many of us had cut our 
teeth and throats on this sort of nonsense."^^ In this 
instance, at least, Acheson's suspicions concerning 
inter-agency coordination proved well founded, and 
T ruman had to accept that some form of i ndependent entity 
would have to be created to centralize intelligence. 
Unfortunately, William Donovan and his colleagues in the 
OSS had made so many enemies in Washington during the 
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war that the creation of a successor organization was 
extremely controversial. 

The Washington policy community also recognized that 
after the war the government would need a new system for 
consultation between thecivilian and military departments 
involved in foreign and security affairs. Herethe model was 
the aforementioned SWNCC, even though the wartime 
record of this organization was quite limited. 
Policymakers also studied British institutions and 
procedu res for ci vi I i an-mi I i tary consu I tati on i n ti mes of war 
and peace. The British Committee on Imperial Defence was 
of special interest as a model for civil-military cooperation. 
It was left to Truman and his advisors, however, to decide 
how much power such an entity should be given, and who, or 
what agency, should lead it. 

TheTruman administration also needed to develop the 
institutional machinerytoharnessthepower of science and 
technology in the post-war era. The Office of Scientific 
Research and Development(OSRD), under the dynamic 
leadership of Vannevar Bush, had evolved during World 
War II into a very influential institution, with its own 
budget, di rect access to the P resi dent and key congressmen, 
and with close positivetiestothe leadership of the War and 
Navy Departments. Encouraged bythesuccessoftheOSRD 
during the war. Senator Harley Kilgoreand others pressed 
for the creation of a strong post-war agency to direct all 
aspects of scientific research and development. They were 
challenged, however, by spokesmen for various interest 
groups— scientists, businessmen, military leaders— who 
were concerned about preserving their autonomy and their 
access to scientific innovations.^^ 

Finally, Truman and his advisers had to decide how 
much control the government should attempt to acquire 
over the post-war economy. In this regard, the lessons of 
World War 1 1 werea matter of dispute. Depending upon how 
generous one wanted to be, Roosevelt's management of the 
wartime economy could be descri bed as multidirectional or 
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directionless. One insider, who clearly leaned toward the 
latter interpretation, described the President's efforts as 
"bitched, botched, and buggered from start to finish."^® But 
most people looked at America's wartime experience and 
concurred with thejudgment of the Bureau of the Budget's 
post-war report onTheUnited States At War: 'The record is 
one in which the American people can take pride." Most 
Americans also agreed with the principal conclusion of the 
Bureau's study: 

The speed with which thedemcxiraciesdid accept the challenge 
and the manner in which they overwhelmed those who sought 
gain through war suggests that there is no need to reexamine 
the claims to administrative superiority of authoritarian 
governments.^^ 

America had won the war by "resisting even the semblance 
of autocratic rule," by working with big business and by 
encouraging the natural competitive advantages of a 
democratic capitalist system. Based on these lessons, most 
Americans were reticent to give Washington too much 
control over the post-war economy. 

All of these issues began to converge on President 
Truman in the summer of 1945, as both Congress and the 
media became more involved in the debates over the 
creation of post-war institutions. By this time, many 
individuals in the Navy leadership had concluded that they 
had already lost the battle over armed forces unification, 
and that the services would be combined in accordance with 
Marshall's and Truman's wishes. A key problem for the 
Navy in the management of its campaign against 
unification was that it did not seem to stand for anything 
other than resistance to innovation. This problem was 
solved, however, when Navy Secretary Forrestal asked his 
old friend Ferdinand Eberstadt to undertake a study of the 
whole unification issue. Eberstadt had served as Director of 
the Army Navy Munitions Board during the war. The 
experience had left him with a deep disdain for both FDR 
("an apostle of confusion") and Truman. On the other 
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hand, Eberstadt had gained an appreciation of the military 
services, and of their ability to cooperate to accomplish 
common goals. Eberstadt made it clear to his staff at the 
outset that it was important that they retain their 
independence and not be perceived as merely a propaganda 
arm of the Navy Department. In fact, however, the 
E berstadt report was a N avy product, commi ssi oned by the 
Navy and staffed almost entirely by Naval officers, and 
Eberstadt himself was, as Forrestal had assured Admiral 
King, "a member of the Navy team. 

T 0 put the matter simply, E berstadt felt that the record 
of interservice coordination during the war was 
commendable, and that the wartime experience did not 
demonstrate the need for full unification. He also worried 
about the establishment of any "General Staff" 
arrangement, or the creation of a powerful Chief of Staff in 
peacetime, as potential threats to the tradition of civilian 
control of the military. 

But Eberstadt was not brought in to be just another 
opponent of unification. The final report that Eberstadt 
presented to F orrestal i n September of 1945 argued that the 
issue of armed forces unification was just a small part of a 
necessarily larger debate about post-war policy 
coordination. New arrangements needed to be put in place 
in order to facilitate civilian-military cooperation on issues 
of foreign policy, defense, science, and economic planning. 
New machinery to coordinate intelligence gathering and 
analysis was required. Above all, a new attitude had to be 
nurtured in Washington— informed by thelogicof national 
security. If much of Eberstadt's report sounded like 
Herring's arguments in 1941, part of the reason was that 
Herring served as one of Eberstadt's primary assistants in 
the drafti ng of the report.^” 

The Navy did not I ike every conclusion in the Eberstadt 
report. In particular, they bristi ed at the study's support for 
the establishment of a separate Air Force. Eberstadt's 
report nonetheless gave the Navy the ammunition that it 
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needed to recruit both public and congressional support for 
a system of coordinated agencies for foreign and defense 
policymaking as an alternative to the unification of the 
arm^ services. When the National Security Act was finally 
signed into law nearly 2 years later (on J uly 26, 1947), it 
borea striking resemblancetothe recommendations which 
were put forth by Eberstadt and his team. Rather than a 
single, unified military force, the legislation established a 
National Military Establishment (NME), with three 
i n depen dent servi ces. The N avy fai I ed to bl ock the creati on 
of a separate Air Force, but obtained statutory protections 
for land-based Naval Air and for the Marine Corps. The 
J oint Chiefs of Staff was transformed from a temporary 
wartime arrangement to a permanent component of the 
NME, but the Chiefs were expected to work through (and 
under) the newly created Office of the Secretary of Defense. 
TheJ ointChiefsweregiven their own staff, ofnot morethan 
100 people, butthebill did notallowforthecreation ofaj CS 
chairman, who might have been able to bolster the 
negotiating position of the Chiefs in their dealings with the 
Secretary of Defense over issues that had the support of all 
three services. 

The new Secretary of Defense, meanwhile, was nothing 
like the "super" cabinet member that some journalists 
descri bed at theti me. I n fact, E berstadt testified on the last 
day of theSenate heari ngs on the N ati onal Security Act that 
the powers delegated to the Secretary of Defense were 
"disturbingly general and indefinite." He noted that the 
proposed legislation authorized the Secretary to 
"administer" the entire NME, but did not give him the 
requ i site authority to accompi i sh thi s task. H e al so worri ed 
that the proposed bill lacked a "definite mechanism for 
fostering unity and teamwork among the military services 
through appropriate programs of joint education and 
training at various stages."^^ 

The NME looked nothing like the ambitious plans for 
armed forces unification espoused by Truman, Marshall 
and most of the Army leadership. Kenneth Royal I, the 
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incoming Secretary of the Army, complained that the new 
arrangement . .will not save money, will not be efficient, 
and will not prevent interservice rival ry."^^ Supporters of 
the Navy, who could afford to be magnanimous in victory, 
offered reassuring statements about the proven ability of 
the services to work together in defense of the national 
i nterest. B ut the N avy also moved qu i ckly to prepare for the 
possibility that the National Security Act was just one 
battle in a long war over unification. Shortly after the 
passage of the legislation, the office of the Chief of Naval 
Operations created OP 23, a study group whose mandate 
was to keep the Navy leadership informed of all 
developments relating to the issue of unification, and 
prepare for a new round of attacks by the Army. According 
to Admiral Ariel gh Burke, whotook over direction of OP 23 
in 1948, "It was a jolt to senior naval officials" when the 
Army bega n to ma ke a n ew case for u n i f i cat i on sh ort I y after 
the passage of the N ati onal Security Act.^^ 1 1 was I eft to the 
fi rst Secretary of Defense to referee the conti nui ng di spute 
between the Navy and the Army, and to help the two 
traditional services to make room for a very ambitious and 
assertive Air Force. 

The NME was not the only portion of the new national 
security bureaucracy to be subjected to severe challenges 
du ri ng the peri od i mmedi atel y fol I owi ng the passage of the 
legislation. Other institutions created by the 1947 Act were 
also tested, and some did not survive the shake-out. The 
National Security Resources Board was themost significant 
failure. The framers of the 1947 Act established the NSRB 
to i nsu re rapid, comprehensi ve, and effi ci ent mobi I i zati on of 
the nation's resources in the event of a new threat to 
national security. Eberstadt believed that, in accordance 
with his recommendations, 

TheStatute[NSA] created no more important agency than the 
National Security Resources Board. It has been placed on the 
same level as the National Security Council and the Military 
Establishment— directly under and responsible to the 
President himself. 
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He described the NSRB as "a kind of economic and social 
general staff" which should wield during peacetime 
whatever powers were necessary to adequately prepare for 
a national emergency.^'^ As previously mentioned, however, 
Americans came out of the war with a new confidence in 
unfettered capitalism and a new suspicion of government 
efforts to regulate the economy. And no one was more 
suspicious of "general staffs" with open-ended mandates 
than Truman. Over the next few years, the President 
resisted theeffortsbyArthur Hill, theabrasiveChairman of 
the N SRB, toexpl oit thegrowi ng nati onal concern about the 
Soviet threat to expand the influence of his agency. During 
the Korean War, the President used the situation of limited 
national emergency to shift many of the responsibilities of 
the NSRB to a new Office of Defense Mobilization. The 
NSRB was finally abolished by the Reorganization Act of 
1953, and much of the responsibility for mobilization 
planning devolved to the separate military services. 

T ruman wasabletodrawupon thesupport oftheService 
Secretaries in his campaign to contain the NSRB because 
the armed forces feared any new institutional constraints 
on their budgeting and contracting activities. The armed 
services also resisted efforts to transform the Research and 
Development Board (RDB), which was established by the 
1947 Act undertheOfficeoftheSecretary of Defense, intoa 
regulatory agency with direct control over their laboratories 
and contracting activities. Vannevar Bush accepted the 
position of Director of the new science agency because he 
believed that the office could provide him with the same 
kind of power and influence that he had exercised during 
thewar.Thiswasa naiveassumption, sincebythetimethat 
Bush took over at RDB, thearmed services had established 
themselves as independent (and indispensable) sponsors of 
basic research at the major laboratories and universities 
across the country. Pascal Zachary describes Bush's efforts 
to use the RDB to reign in the military services as "a 
slow-motion automobile wreck. 
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While agencies like the NSRB and the RDB did not 
survive the shakeout period, other creations of the 1947 Act 
survived challenges during their formative years and then 
prospered in the Cold War atmosphere of 1950s 
Washington. The National Security Council demonstrated 
the most impressive ability to endure in a threatening 
post-war environment. President Truman supported in 
pri nd pi e the creati on of a successor to the warti me SWN CC 
for the coordination of civilian and military advice. He 
nonetheless worried about the possibility that the new 
agency would impingeupontheconstitutionally-designated 
powers of the President. Consequently, Truman kept tight 
control over the NSC after its establishment, and rarely 
called meetings of the organization prior to the onset of the 
Korean War. The NSC nonetheless persisted into the 
E isenhower era, and then began to take root at the "top of 
policy hi II. "2® 

Conclusion. 

This brief introductory article can only tell a small part 
ofthestory of the debates which culminated in the passage 
of the 1947 National Security Act and the struggles which 
i mmedi ately fol I owed the passage of the I egi si ati on. The Act 
is best understood as a major setback for both T ruman and 
Marshall. Both men were publicly committed to the 
unification of the armed forces at the end of World War II, 
and both were frustrated by the very effective campaign of 
resistance to unification which was organized by the Navy 
and its friends in Congress. Truman and Marshall were 
nonetheless able to shake off this defeat, make the best of 
the situation, and move on toother issues. The biggest loser 
in all of the struggles surrounding the 1947 National 
Security Act was the State Department, which discovered 
over time that the new arrangements institutionalized the 
marginalization of State in ways that had been 
understandableduringthewar but were unprecedented in 
peaceti me. Statetri ed to resi st thesetrends, of course. I n hi s 
first memo to the President after becoming Secretary of 
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state, George Marshal I opposed the creation of boththeCIA 
and the NSC, as infringements on the constitutionally 
designated authority of both the President and the State 
Department. Dean Acheson also fought a valiant 
rear-guard action to preserve State's influence within the 
policy community. His use of the Policy Planning Staff to 
formulate NSC-68 is a particularly interesting example of 
this campaign. By the time that Acheson left State, 
however, the momentum had clearly shifted in favor of the 
Pentagon-NSC nexus. One illustration ofthisfact isthat on 
hi s first day in office as Acheson's replacement,] ohn Foster 
Dulles advised Paul Nitzethat the important work of the 
Policy Planning Staff within State would need to be shifted 
to the National Security Council, and that he, as Secretary 
of State, hoped to be able to spend 90 percent of his time with 
the NSC people.^^ 

Oneofthe ironies ofthis story isthat Forrestal, whocan 
be cou nted as the bi g wi n ner i n the struggi e, was crushed by 
the machinery which he was personally responsible for 
creating. 

Which leads to an obvious question: Why is it that, after 
having succeeded in blocking efforts to establish the 
Secretary of Defense as an influential player in the new 
National Military Establishment, Forrestal accepted 
T ruman's offer to become the first Secretary? The answer 
seems to be that Forrestal saw the Secretary's power not 
within the National Military Establishment per se but 
rather in the larger network of national security 
institutions created by the National Security Act. In a 
meeting held in hisofficejust days after disappointment as 
Secretary of Defense, Forrestal obtained support for his 
plan to locate the National Security Resources Board, the 
National Security Council, the J oint Chiefs of Staff, the 
Munitions Board, the Research and Development Board, 
and the office of the Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency "as close as possible to the Secretary of Defense" 
withi n the Pentagon. 1 1 was al so suggested that the bui I di ng 
be renamed the "National Defense Building."^® Forrestal 
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alsoassumedthattheNSC would bethereal driving force in 
the new national security system, and that the President 
would not be ableto routinely perform hisdutiesasexoffi do 
chairman oftheNSC. Under these circumstances, Forrestal 
believed that the President would designate the Secretary 
of Defense as the "presi di ng offi cer" of the N SC and that this 
would be his power base.^°J ust one week after the Pentagon 
meeting, however, Truman's assistant Clark Clifford sent 
the President a long memo in which he recommended that 
"In the absence of the Presi dent, it would seem appropriate 
that the Secretary of State— as ranking member— serve as 
Chairman [of the NSC]."^^ In fact, Truman resolved the 
issue by rarely convening the NSC pri or tothe Korean War. 

I will conclude by considering Ernest May's observation 
that nothing in the 1947 legislation made it inevitable that 
the government would come to look like a wartime 
government, "with the military ascendant and 
military-security concerns dominant. This is true if one 
looks at the institutions which were created by the 
legislation, but not at the debates which go back to the 
pre-World War II era. These debates make it clear that the 
United States was about to embark on a new foreign policy, 
based not only on new ambitions, but on new fears, which 
would not be mitigated by victory over the German and 
J apanese enemies. Nor, for that matter, by the collapse of 
the Soviet enemy 5 decades later. 
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CHAPTER 3 



IKE ANDTHE BIRTH OF THE CINCS: 
THE CONTINUITY OF UNITY OF COMMAND 



David J ablonsky 



'The past is never dead," Gavin Stevens tells Temple 
Drake in William Faulkner's Requiem for a Nun. "It's not 
even past."^ This was particularly true for Dwight 
Eisenhower in April 1958 when, as President of theUnited 
States, he outlined proposals to Congress for the 
reorganization of the Defense Department. The proposals 
were primarily concerned with the principle of unity of 
command at the highest levels. The central focus was the 
unified command, the multi-service combatant structure 
used to divide military responsibility into theaters 
throughout the world. The primary issue was the nature 
and extent of authority: By the commanders-in-chief 
(CINCs) of the unified commands over their component 
commanders and by the President and the Secretary of 
Defense over the Cl NCs. 

The issue of unity of command had its origins in the 
i nterwar years, when thej oint Board of the Army and Navy 
prescri bed the pri mary method of coordi nati on between the 
services to be mutual cooperation, the method in effect at 
the time of theJ apanese attack on Pearl Harbor. In that 
disaster, the investigating committee concluded, "the 
inherent and intolerable weaknesses of command by 
mutual cooperation were exposed."^ As a consequence, 
shortlyafter Eisenhower joined the War Department's War 
Plans Division (WPD) in 1941, there was a general 
consensus on the need for unity of command in the field. 
Soon, he was involved in discussions about all aspects of 
unified commands and unified direction of those commands 
from Washington. For the next 17 years he would 
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consi stently conti nuethi s i nvol vement, whether as C I N C of 
various unified and combined commands, as Chief of Staff of 
the Army, as acting Chairman of the J oint Chiefs of Staff 
(J CS), or as Presi dent ofthe United States. Throughout that 
period there was a consistency in his approach to unity of 
command that was based on an abi di ng bel i ef i n joi ntness, a 
belief, as he wrote in his 1958 proposals, that 

separate ground, sea, and air warfare is gone forever. If ever 
again we should be involved in war, we will fight it . . . with all 
services, as one single concentrated effort.^ 

The War Years. 

There were many notable accomplishments at the 
U.S.-U.K. ARCADIA Conference which took place in 
Washington from December 23, 1941, toj anuary 14, 1942. 
Chiefamongthemwastheinformal emergen ce by F ebr u a ry 
9, 1942, of the J oint Chiefs of Staff as counterparts to the 
British Chiefsin the newly formed Combined Chiefs of Staff 
(CCS). Equally important wastheBritish acceptance ofthe 
American approach to unified command. At the time of the 
ARCADIA Conference, the British had been fighting for 
over two years under a committee system in each theater 
composed of "C omman ders i n C h i ef" from th e t h ree servi ces, 
none of whom was provided full authority or responsibility 
for the total theater operation. It was Eisenhower's job in 
WPD to prepare General George C. Marshall for hisattempt 
at the second meeting to over comethe British preference for 
this system and to gain agreement for a unified command 
structure. Thestrength oftheAl I led effort in any theater, he 
advised in a memorandumtotheArmy Chief of Staff, 

would be greatly increased through single, intelligent 
command. The many organizations . . . cannot possibly operate 
at maxi mum effectiveness so long as cooperation alonedictates 
their employment, no matter howsincerea purpose may inspire 
the cooperative effort.'' 
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The next day, Christmas 1941, Marshall introduced the 
question of unified command in each "natural theater," 
argu i ng the need for one commander on the ground to act as 
a "clearing house" for all directives and recommendations 
and to provide general direction to theater strategic and 
tactical operations.^ The British were unconvinced. After 
the meeting, Marshall directed Eisenhower to prepare a 
letter that "would serve as a concrete suggestion" for 
establishing a unified command in the Pacific Theater, the 
only area in which the combined forces of the Allies were 
actually fighting.® 

Eisenhower's draft directive for thecommand known as 
ABDA (Australia, British, Dutch, American) was designed 
to make the concept of unified command more palatable by 
demon strati ng that there woul d be no ri sk tothe i nterests of 
any of the powers involved. Tothi send, he placed numerous 
restri cti ons on the acti ons of the supreme commander of the 
new theater that were as severe as those under which 
Marshall Foch had labored as Allied Commander in 1918. 
After obtai ni ng approval of E i sen bower's draft di recti ve at a 
bedside conference with President Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
Marshall presented it tothe American and British Chiefs. 
After extensive discussions, the CCS and the two heads of 
state agreed by early J anuary on a directive similar to 
Eisenhower's draft to the ABDA Supreme Commander, 
General Archibald Wavell, the former CINC of British 
forcesin India. It wasa masterful achievement by Marshall 
who had accomplished his primary objective at ARCADIA of 
agreement to the principle he believed should govern all 
command structure. "Unity of command in ABDA area 
seems assured," a tired Eisenhower noted on his writing 
pad. "Good start!— but what an effort. Talk— talk— talk. 

Eisenhower's key role in discussions about unity of 
command was dueto a number of organizational changes in 
Washington. Marshall was reorganizing the War 
Department in a manner designed to give the position of 
Chief of Staff broad and unequivocal powers over the entire 
Army. This, in turn, had theeffect of placing a great amount 
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of power in WPD, which was renamed Operations Division 
(OPD) on March 22,1942. Marshall turned to that agency, 
as I ke noted when hebecameChiefofWPD, "for all thej oint 
and Combined work . . . , all plans and operations so far as 
actual theaters are concerned."^ E qual ly i mportant was the 
ad hoc emergence of the J CS as a body that reported to the 
President, the only civilian in the chain of command, and 
that issued orders and supervised theater commanders 
through oneof its members acting as the executive agent for 
the J oint Chiefs. The result was that Eisenhower was 
constantly involved at the highest level in all matters 
concerned with unified and combined commands. In March, 
for instance, he drafted a "former Naval person" message on 
the command status in China for Roosevelt to dispatch to 
Winston Churchill.® And that same month, when the 
President proposed a division of global responsibility 
between the United States and the United Kingdom into 
three general areas, it was Eisenhower who created a study 
justifying the proposals that was accepted informally by 
both heads of state and their chiefs. Under the 
arrangement, operational responsibility was given to the 
United States for the Pacific area, to the United Kingdom 
for the I ndian Ocean and Middle East, and jointly to both 
countries for Europe and the Atlantic. Although there was 
never any formal approval of the Eisenhower study, the 
Allies acted for the remainder of the war as if there had 
been.^° 

By the time of his global study, Eisenhower was also 
heavily involved asthenewly promoted head of WPD in the 
issue of unified commands within the American forces. In 
the U.S. -dominated Pacific, General Douglas MacArthur 
would not serve under a naval officer, and the Navy was 
opposed to placing most of its ships under his control. As a 
solution, Eisenhower helped to establish two separate 
commands in the Pacific. On March 9, 1942, he prepared a 
memorandum for Marshall to thej CS outlining a detailed 
division of the Pacific intotwotheaters of operation, which 
was approved after a few compromises at thej CS meeting 
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that same day. At the end of the month, the J oint Chiefs 
issued a directive establishing the two Pacific Commands: 
the Southwest Pacific Area (SWPA) under General 
MacArthur and the Pacific Ocean Area (POA) under 
Admiral Chester Nimitz. The next week, Eisenhower 
drafted a directive to MacArthur defining the SWPA 
boundaries and establishing the new command 
arrangements.TheCCSwastoexercise general jurisdiction 
over grand strategic policy; thej CS would exercise specific 
jurisdiction over all matters pertaining to theater 
operational strategy in SWPA, with theArmy Chief of Staff 
acting as the executive agent: "All instructionstoyou will be 
issued by or through him."^^ As for the combined aspects of 
the new command, E isenhower was careful to provide more 
authority tothe new Cl NC than he had granted under the 
political limitations of the AB DA structure. "Commanders 
of all armed forces within your area," he concluded. 



will be immediately informed by their respective governments 
that, from a date to be notified, all orders and instructions 
issued by you in conformity with this directive will be 
considered by such commanders as emanating from their 
respect i ve gover n ments. 



Other command arrangements with the Navy were not 
always so easy to work out during the winter and spring of 
1942. Eisenhower did not question Admiral Ernest King's 
overall commitment to jointness. "He said at one time to 
me," he recalled later of an encounter at the time with the 
irascible CNO, ". . . one of the things I continually search 
myselffor is to see whether I am acting according to logic or 
merely out of blind loyalties of 40 years in the Navy."^^ 
Nevertheless, King proposed separate Army and Navy 
commands in the Caribbean, which Eisenhower advised 
M arshal I to resi st because "theArmy I ooks u pon the area as 
a si ngletheater."^'^Therewasalsoa constant battlewiththe 
Navy over unity of coastal command, which Eisenhower 
eventually brought to a successful conclusion. It could bean 
exasperating process. "Fox Conner was right about allies," 
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he wrote on his desk pad in February. "Hecould well have 
i ncl uded the N avy!"^^ 

Eisenhower may have been referring to his experience 
that same month as a permanent member, along with a 
naval counterpart, ofthej oint Planning Committee (J PC), 
tasked the previous summer bythej oint Board to report on 
a recommendation to establish a J oint General Staff from 
both services as well as the position for "an officer of the 
Army or the Navy as Chief ofthej oint General Staff." The 
J PC report at the end of February was signed by both men, 
announcingtheir inabi I ity to agree and the irreconcilability 
of their respective positions. The Admiral favored 
increasingly joint relations, but advised that only a 
combination of extended time and education could instruct 
officers of one service sufficiently about the other service to 
make any joint general staff either feasible or advisable. 
Eisenhower, on the other hand, favored the 
recommendation, emphasizing that "coordination by 
cooperation is ineffective," and that officers assigned to a 
joint staff billet would soon discover that "their exclusive 
responsi bi I i ty to the Commander i n C h i ef for the operati ons 
of all the armed forces should tend to free them from the 
purely service points of view."^® As a result of the lack of 
agreement between the Army and Navy, the matter was 
deferred for I ater study; and, by the ti me it was raised agai n 
more than a year later, it had merged into the studies that 
would bring increasing focus on the larger issue of armed 
forces unification. 

For Eisenhower, there were two important and 
interrelated consequences from these experiences at OPD. 
To begin with, Marshall recognized his growing expertise in 
the complex world of unified and combined commands and 
had him in May 1942 draw up a directive for the future 
American commander in a European Theater of Operati ons 
(ETO). The second consequence was that Eisenhower had 
become con vincedthatthereshould benorestrictionson the 
authority of the commander as he had written into his 
earlier proposal at ARCADIA for the ABDA commander. 
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The head of the ETO must have complete control over the 
planning and implementation of operations. "It is 
essential," Eisenhower insisted, . . that absolute unity of 
command should be exercised by the Theater Commander 
to be design ated."^^ 

When Eisenhower was appointed inj unel942 to carry 
out his own directive for the ETO, he knew from a visit to 
Engl and the previous month that he could expect resistance 
from the British to the formation of unified commands for 
any Allied operation. These expectations were confirmed in 
August when Eisenhower was appointed as commander of 
the Allied North African expedition and attempted to 
establish control over all the services of both countries, to 
include direct command oftheground forces not only for the 
landings, but for the follow-up operations as well. The 
British authorities, however, provided a directive for their 
First Army Commander that was essentially a copy of a 
1918 directive, reserving all tactical control to the British 
commander who could appeal to the British government if 
he thought his forces might be "imperiled" by allied 
di recti on. Eisenhower protested that the instructions 
violated every concept concerning unity of command and 
should be rewritten 

in the fornn of a short statement of principles, emphasizing 
unity of thewhole" and the purpose of both countries" to unify 
the Allied force and to centralize responsibility for its 
operation. . . 

It was the new commander at his best— conciliatory, 
impersonal and objective, yet quietly passionate about 
unity of command and unified operations. In the end, the 
British agreed to his request, thus establishing an 
important new basis for Allied operations. "From the day I 
came over here," an elated Eisenhower wrote Marshall in 
October, 

I have dinned into the British the fact that you considered 
unity of command to exist only when the Commander of an 
Allied Force had the same authority . . . with respect to all 
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trcxDps involved, as he had to those of his own nationality. I am 

now benefiting from this crusade. . . 

The issue appeared again, however, when the CCS 
issued directives in late J anuary 1943, stipulating that 
Eisenhower's three deputies would "cooperate" with each 
other in planning and executing the invasion of Sicily.^^To 
compound the matter, the three subordinate air, land and 
sea commanders were all British: Air Chief Marshal Arthur 
Tedder, General Harold Alexander, and Admiral Andrew 
Cunningham. Nevertheless, Eisenhower was determined to 
operatehistheater as a truly unified command. The British 
system of cooperation, he emphasized in a passionate 
message to Marshall, was inadequate to the demands of 
modern conflict. A theater CINC must be free to make 
decisions "under the pri nd pie of unity of command;" and in 
the future he would be on his guard "to prevent any 
important military venture depending for its control and 
direction upon the 'committee' system of command. 

Eisenhower succeeded in this goal for the Sicily 
operation by means of his internal administrative 
arrangements as well asbytheforceof hisown personality 
and his focus on unity of command. He maintained close 
contact with his air and sea commanders, co-locating their 
headquarters with his own in the St. Georges Hotel in 
Algiers. And although he permitted Alexander tocommand 
only those ground forces actually engaged in combat, he 
maintained close liaison with the British general through 
personal visits, phone calls, messages, and the exchange of 
staff officers. Ultimately, the three commanders responded 
to Eisenhower's efforts as commander-in-chief and helped 
him create the organization for unified command that the 
Combined Chiefs had denied him in a formal directive. 

By the end of the Sicilian campaign, Eisenhower had 
strengthened his position with a command structure that 
was approaching the ideal organization that he had 
outlined to the British Chiefs the previous August. 
Alexander was in charge of those land forces in Sicily 
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engaged in actual operations, while Eisenhower retained 
his position of overall ground commander. And acting 
directly under him, Tedder and Cunningham had complete 
control of the theater air and sea forces. So impressed were 
the Combined Chiefs with the control exercised by 
Eisenhower under his unified structure, that they 
authorized him full discretion in choosing the times and 
places for future landings in his Mediterranean theater. In 
September 1943, Eisenhower summarized his views on 
these experiences to Lord Louis Mountbatten, recently 
appointed by the CCS as Supreme Commander of the 
Southeast Asia Theater and anxious for advice "on the 
pitfalls to avoid and the line you consider one should take 
up."^^ Mountbatten's three deputies, Eisenhower advised, 
would be accustomed to dealing directly with their own 
national ministers and would have senior subordinates of 
opposite nationality who would also deal directly with the 
authorities from their own countries. He recommended that 
these channels "should be interfered with as little as 
possible," but cautioned Mountbatten that no one else must 
be allowed to communicate with the Combined Chiefs. The 
practical result, he concluded, "was that final 
recommendations as to operations . . . and requests for 
needed resources must likewise pass through you." 
Drawing upon his own experiences with the Combined 
Chiefs, and the strengths of the personal traits that had 
allowed him to operate fully as a CINC without a formal 
charter of complete control, he concluded that: 

whiletheset-up may be somewhat artificial and not always so 
clear-cut as you might desire, your personality and good sense 
must make it work. Otherwise Allied action in any theater 
will be impossible. 

A few months later, after being appointed to command 
OVERLORD, Eisenhower once again encountered 
situations that were not so "clear-cut" as he attempted to 
resolve organizational problems concerning his new 
command structure under Supreme Headquarters, Allied 
Expeditionary Force (SHAEF). In the Mediterranean, he 
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had commanded all theU.K. and U.S. military assets in his 
theater. I n his new capacity, hedid not initially havecontrol 
of the British and American strategic bombing forces— an 
important point for him based on the recent experiences at 
Salerno. As a consequence, Eisenhower requested that, at 
least for several months before and after the Normandy 
invasion, the bombers be placed at his disposal to destroy 
therailroad infrastructurein FranceandtheLowCountries 
and to prevent speedy German reinforcements once the 
location of the cross-channel assault had been revealed. 
Initially, the SHAEF Commander's proposal for what came 
to be called the 'Transportation Plan" was resisted by the 
commanders of the two strategic bombing forces, who 
perceived their primary missions as the destruction of the 
industrial infrastructure in the German heartland. The 
arguments over the issue swept back and forth during 
F ebruary and M arch 1944. E isenhower remai ned adamant, 
finally forcing a decision in his favor by being prepared "to 
inform the Combi ned Chiefs of Staff that uni ess the matter 
is settled at once I will request relief from this command. 
Eisenhower's stance, Stephen Ambrose points out 
concerni ng the u I ti mate effectiveness of theTransportati on 
Plan, "was perhaps his greatest single contribution to the 
su ccess of O V E R L O R D . "2^ 

Eisenhower also drew on his Mediterranean experience 
when hestipulated that General Bernard M ontgomery was 
to command only the ground forces committed to the 
Normandy assault. Once the Allied forces had achieved a 
breakout from the landing beaches, Eisenhower planned to 
have the British general revert to command of one army 
group of British and Canadian armies, whileGeneral Omar 
Bradley would take command of the other army group of 
American forces. At one point, Montgomery proposed that 
he continue as a ground force commander after Normandy 
through the fall of 1944 while retaining command of his 
army group— an idea that Eisenhower termed "fantastic" 
since it would have placed the British commander "in a 
position todraw at will, in support of hisown ideas, upon the 
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strength of the entire command. Eisenhower was on to 
something. For later, when the British were unable to 
persuade hi m to change his so-cal I ed "broad-front" strategy 
for moving on the Rhine and the industrial heartland of 
Germany, they raised the idea of altering SHAEF's 
command structure in order to achieve their objectives for a 
single thrust to Berlin. At Montgomery's suggestion, the 
British Chiefs proposed that General Alexander, then Cl NC 
of the Mediterranean Theater, substitute for Tedder as 
SHAEF deputy and assume the role of a single ground 
commander to ease E isenhower's task of both planni ng and 
implementing the European War. Eisenhower was 
adamant in his refusal, notifying General Alan Brooke, the 
head of the British Imperial Staff, that there could never be 
any question "of placing between me and my Army Group 
Commanders any i ntermedi ary headquarters either offi ci al 
or unofficial. 

This lack of a land commander, as Montgomery pointed 
out, diminished overall direction on the battlefield. But it 
wasa pricethat was paid to hold together the alliance, for as 
Alexander had demonstrated as ground commander in the 
other theaters, the same pressures would apply to whoever 
was in charge. And those pressures, as Eisenhower well 
knew, could come fromthevery top, as demonstrated by the 
vehemence with which Brookeand Marshall defended the 
interests of their respective armies, even when those forces 
were under his command. 

I n the end, there was no other commander on either side 
in World War II who had more complex unified and 
combined command experiences than Eisenhower. 
Moreover, it is easy to forget from a perspective of over 
half-a-century how unique those experiences were. Until 
that conflict, noAmerican had ever been in charge of a large 
unified command consisting of armies, navies, and 
airforces; and none had ever directed an allied command. 
There were, of course, unified and combined operations in 
other theaters of the global war. But they were I ess complex: 
in the Central Pacific because the forces were primarily 
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naval; and in the Southwest Pacific, the Middle East, and 
Southwest Asia because the forces were much smaller in 
each theater. Finally, in the European and African theaters, 
the German, Italian, and Russian forces were dominated by 
army ground troops with no attempts to organize these 
forces jointly under anything approaching unified 
commands. And in fact, onlyj apan among the Axis powers 
attempted to unite its three services under the command of 
one officer. 

The Post-War Years. 

From the end of World War II until he assumed the 
Presidency of theUnited States in 1953, Eisenhower served 
in a number of positions that caused him to maintain his 
focus on the principle of unity of command, but in an 
environment that was far more complex and far less 
malleable than he had been accustomed to as a wartime 
Supreme Commander. In that position, there had been a 
single overriding goal. But during his tenure as Army Chief 
of Staff from December 1945 to F ebruary 1948, E isenhower 
entered political-military conflicts as the military head of 
one of the services, an interested party who, despite being 
primusinter paresin prestige, was onlyoneamongequalsin 
power. After SHAEF, it was a time of frustration for 
Eisenhower. Shortly after assuming his new duties, he 
wrote his son that the position of Army Chief "was a sorry 
pi ace to light after having commanded a theater of war."^^ 
And morethan halfwaythrough histenure, he confided that 
"si nee my own method worked wel I for me when I was a I i ttl e 
'Czar' in my own sector, I find it difficult to readjust tothe 
demands of this city."^° 

Much of the frustration had to do with Eisenhower's 
effortstoachieveunityof command at all levels. I n thefield, 
despite a general agreement to retain the unified command 
system in peacetime, there were major disagreements 
between the Navy and the Army over which service would 
have command of various Pacific areas. Throughout the 
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spr i n g a n d su m mer of 1946, t h e n ew A r my C h i ef of staff was 
constantly involved in representing General MacArthur's 
position to the J CS. But there were pressures for 
compromise, as he noted in August, in the form of "the 
report ofthePearl Harbor Committee, theurgent desires of 
the two Secretari es for an earl y sol uti on to the probi em, and 
the demands of the press and pu bl i c for el i mi nati on of 'P earl 
Harbor' conditions. Moreover, Eisenhower had also 
enlarged the issue by that time to encompass a global 
structure to achieve "sound unified command 
arrangements at the earliest possible time" in "other 
theaters and areas in the world where in certain cases the 
situation is at least as acute as in the Pacific."^^ In 
September, he forwarded a draft global unified command 
plantothej CS which outi ined the roles of thej ointChiefs, 
as well as of unified and component commanders. The 
proposal, however, also included a new plan for the Pacific 
that was unacceptable to the Navy. At the same time, the 
Navy also rejected an Air Force proposal that the Strategic 
Air Command (SAC), operating under one commander on a 
global basis, should be supported by other CINCs. 

By early December, an increasingly impatient 
Eisenhower had worked out compromise wording on SAC 
authority acceptable to both services, and had made 
important concessions to the Navy in the Pacific, leaving 
MacArthur without any reference to that ocean in his title. 
It was a far different experience than the heady wartime 
days at OPD four years before, when Eisenhower had 
written the directive for MacArthur's command of a major 
Pacific theater of operations. When President Harry S. 
Truman approved the first Unified Command Plan on 
December 14, 1946, MacArthur was designated 
Commander in Chief, Far East (CINCFE), one of seven 
unified commands, and one which limited his authority in 
effect to the Philippines, Korea, and Japan. Most 
importantly, however, the document retained Eisenhower's 
proposals, based on recent changes to the 1935 manual, 
J oint Action of theArmy and Navy (j AAN), for the role of 
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commanders in the global unified plan. Unified commands 
would consist oftwoor morecomponents, each componentto 
be commanded by an officer authorized to communicate 
directly with his appropriate service headquarters 
concerning administration, logistics, and training. The 
commander of the unified command would operate with a 
joi nt staff composed of appropriate members of the service 
components under his command. Finally, thej CS would 
exercise strategic direction, as it had in wartime, assigning 
forces to the unified commands as well as stipulating the 
missions and tasksforthosecommands.TheJ CS would also 
conti nue the warti me practi ce of desi gnati ng a servi ce chief 
to act as an executive agent for theJ oint Chiefs to oversee 
the operation of each unified command. 

All in all, the first Unified Command Plan was a 
tremendous accomplishment for the new Army Chief of 
Staff— the result of conciliation, principled compromise, 
and the ability to move beyond service parochialism to a 
global vision. Typically, Eisenhower played down the 
Service infighting and his pivotal role when he reminded a 
Congressional Committee the following May that his 
warti me experi ence 

was that of a unified single commander, having all services 
under my command. . . . 

The team that I saw developed in that area, in my conviction, 
was the only kind of team that could have won the European 
war. I think that lesson is so clearly understood by all of us that 
there is no one of the services that objects or would tolerate any 
other solution except the single command in a single theater of 
war. We have believed that so much that we have attempted to 
carry that into our peacetime practices in attempting to set up a 
singlecommander in the Western Pacific, theCentral Pacific, in 
the Caribbean, and so on. No matter from what service he 
comes, he commands the operations, the defenses and strategic 
concerns in those areas. 

The presence of the Army Chief at the congressional 
hearing was also a reflection of the larger issue of defense 
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unification that had been festering since early in the war. 
For Eisenhower, the successful wartime experience in the 
field under unity of command madea compel ling argument 
for unification at the highest level of the armed forces with 
clear and accountable authority down to the unified 
commanders in the field. "I am convinced," he testified in 
November 1945, 

that unless we have unity of direction in Washington, through 

the years of peace that be ahead, we may enter another 

emergency, in a time to come, as we did in Pearl H arbor. 

To this end, he favored the War Department proposal to 
unify all services under a single, cabinet-level head, a 
Secretary of National Defense, who would in turn deserved 
by a si ngle Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces. The Navy, on 
the other hand, proposed to maintain a coordinate, not a 
unified organization, with a committee system to adjust 
act! vities of the War and N avy departments and to i ntegrate 
military policy and programs with overall domestic and 
international requirements. 

Both services outlined their proposals before a Senate 
committee in October 1945. The War Department plan, as 
presented by General J . Lawton Collins, was confusing and 
inconsistent, particularly in the peculiar dual relationship 
of the service chiefs as subordinates totheChief of Staff of 
the Armed Forces in the departmental hierarchy, but as 
equal members of the advisory J oint Chiefs of Staff. In 
addition, the solid command line used by Collins on his 
chart clearly showed the theater commanders directly 
under theChief of Staff of theArmed Forces, thus implying 
that he alone would direct operations by theCINCs in the 
field. Col I ins was at great painstoemphasizethatthesingle 
Chief of Staff would not have a large staff and that the 
individual servicechiefs would continue to act for the J oint 
Chiefs as executive agents to carry out the J CS directives 
with the operational staffs of their own services. But 2 
weeks later, before the same committee, Eisenhower 
rejected thesol id command line on theorganizational chart. 



39 




The Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces, he recommended, 
should be removed from the chai n of command between the 
Secretary on theone hand and theservice chiefs and theater 
commanders on the other, and be depicted in the advisory 
organizational box of the J CS as the chief advisor to the 
civilian head. Eisenhower was sure that this had been the 
original intent si nee "by drawing him as he appears on the 
chart, it looks likeheisthefabulous man on horseback that 
we are always talking about. 

On December 19, 1945, President Truman sent a 
unification message to Congress that clearly favored the 
single department proposed in the Collins Plan. 
Nevertheless, Secretary of the Navy J ames Forrestal was 
optimistic as the new year began, sincethenew Army Chief 
of Staff and his naval counterpart. Admiral Chester Ni mi tz, 
had already begun negotiations that appeared likely to 
settle what the Secretary termed the unification lawsuit. 
"Eisenhower is a good practical Dutchman and so is 
Nimitz," Forrestal observed, "and between them I believe 
we will make progress. Another year would pass, 
however, before both chiefs and both service secretaries 
could arrive at a draft proposal for unification, and even 
then it required presidential decisions on several 
intractable issues. Eisenhower was committed throughout 
the process to establishing overall unity of command 
exercised by a civilian secretary. "I personally do not care 
what the language of the bill is," he testified to Congress 
that spring. 

I want toget started with a man to whom we can all go, a civilian 
who comes down here and tells you people. . . . "Here is the 
pi ctureof national security of thecountry; here is what wethink 
we need. . . ."That is important to me.^^ 

The compromise unification proposal was dispatched to 
Congress early in 1947 and emerged with some 
mod i f i cat! on s after pr ol on ged h ea r i n gs a n d del i ber at i on s on 
J uly 26 as the National SecurityAct.Thenew law created a 
coordinated defense establishment more in keeping with 
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the Navy model— an organization which Eisenhower aptly 
characterized as "little more than a weak confederation of 
sovereign military units. The compromise was most 
noticeable in the powers provided to the Secretary of 
Defense, who instead of presiding over one single executive 
branch department, was to head a National Military 
Establishment consisting of three executive departments, 
one for each service and administered by cabinet-level 
secretaries. The services, which now includ^ an Air Force, 
retained their essential autonomy as well as the roles and 
missions that had emerged from the war— a status 
explicitly acknowledged in the Act's provision "for their 
authoritative coordination and unified direction under 
ci vi Man control but not to merge them." E qual ly i mportant, 
the Act established thej CS as a permanent organization 
served by a joint staff limited to 100 officers divided with 
equal numbers from each of the military departments. The 
J oint Chiefs were provided with statutory authorization to 
continue their wartime roles: To act as the principal 
military advisors to the President and the Secretary of 
Defense; to prepare strategic plans and provide for the 
strategic direction of the armed forces; and "to establish 
unified commands in strategic areas when such unified 
commands are in the interest of national security.'"^” 

Despite his support for the unification compromise, 
Eisenhower revealed some key reservations in his 
occasionally unguarded testimony to the House and Senate 
committees in the spring of 1947. The idea that theJ CS 
would continue as a collaborative, coordinated body 
obviously bothered him when he acknowledged under 
persistent questioning that 

there is weakness in any council running a war In war, you 

must have a decision. A bum decision is better than none. And 

thetroubleisthat when you get three, you fi nal ly get none.''^ 

Onesolution wasa singleChief of Staff, which headmitted 
was his personal preference, but too disruptive an issue. 
'Time may bring it about, and it may show that this is the 
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better system. In the meantime, it was necessary to 
establish a trulyjoint culture. It wasa basicfact, hepointed 
out, that 

when you have kept services apart and you wait until men are 
50 beforethey begi n to meet and know much about each other, it 
isprettydifficuittodevel op the kind of team pi ay that applies on 
oneof the Knute Rockne football teams.'*^ 

A year later, Eisenhower returned to the theme in his 
farewell memorandum to Secretary of Defense Forrestal. 
"Someday it will be possible," he wrote, 

to gi veto sel ected offi cers of theseveral servi ces 'combi ned arms' 
commissionsthat will transcend in prestigeand in publicregard 
anything they could hold of comparable rank in one of the 
individual services.'^ 

The memorandum was also a reminder of the need for an 
evolutionary approach to the provisions of the National 
Security Act. 

There should be no hesitancy in using the 'trial and error' 
method so long as these proceed from minor innovation toward 
larger and more radical objectives in final result.'*^ 

The two men were able to act on this advice when, less 
than a year later, Forrestal asked Eisenhower to serve as 
his adviser and informal Chairman of the J CS. From 
December 1948 toj uly 1949, Eisenhower divided his time 
between hisdutiesasPresidentofColumbiaUni ver si ty a n d 
his responsibilities as Chairman in increasingly tense 
sessions with thej oint Chiefs. He later recalled that, as 
Chairman, "I was an umpire between disputing services; 
sometimes a hatchet man on what Fox Conner used to cal I 
Fool Schemes.'"^^ A major motivation for Forrestal was to 
use Eisenhower effectively as a senior military adviser 
interacting with the J CS in order to obtai n an amendment 
to the National Security Act that would provide a 
permanent Chairman for that body. "With I ke here for 60 
days," he confided in his diary, "I think we can get the 
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pattern set and prove its workability by pragmatic 
experience.”^^ At first, however, Eisenhower was more 
inclined to focus on a self-imposed majority rule procedure 
forthej CS, whereby if thej oint Chiefs failedthreetimesto 
reach unanimity on a given issue, the majority view would 
prevail. But after his initial experiences of attempting to 
adjudicate bitter interservice parochial disputes, he 
changed his mind. 'Thej CS need a chairman at the very 
least— and by that I mean a fourth member whocan divorce 
himself from his service background.'"^^ 

By that time, Eisenhower was heavily involved in all 
aspects of proposed changes tothe 1947 Act. TheChairman, 
he suggested, should "take precedence" over all others, but 
bea non-voting member ofthej CS, a movethat would "tend 
toallaysuspicionsthattheman wasgoingtobean arbitrary 
boss."^^ Nor should there beany fixed ceiling for thej oint 
Staff. I n addition, he was particularly concerned that the 
right of service secretaries to appeal directly to the 
President and the Director of the Budget be eliminated. It 
was a matter, after all, of the centralizing spirit of the law 
and how that was to be conveyed in the proposed 
amendments. 

I think that the language should rarry the clear intent of 
Congress to pi ace the maximum amount of authority in the 
handsoftheSecretary of Defensewith restrictions imposed in 
only a few vital areas where obviously Congress should dictate 
the type of organization desired. My impression of the law as 
now written is that it sets up an official upon whom is placed 
great responsibility and then a deliberate shackle was 
imposed upon him to the extent that his effectiveness is 
curtailed.^ 

On August 10, President Truman signed PL 216, the 
National SecurityAmendmentsof 1949, which transformed 
the National Military Establishment into the executive 
Department of Defense. The amendments, reflecting some 
congressional modifications, remained essentially 
concerned with the two issues for which Eisenhower had 
provided input: The extent to which the Secretary of 
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Defense's formal authority was to be increased and the 
scope of the authority of theChairman position that was to 
be added to the J CS. In terms of the Secretary, the 
qualifying "general" was removed from the original 
description of his "direction, authority, and control." 
Equally important, the service secretaries lost considerable 
power with their removal from the National Security 
Council and their loss of cabinet status, although they still 
retained statutory obligation to "separately" administer 
what were now military departments. As for the 
recommendation that theChairman "head"thej CS and act 
as the pri nd pal advi ser to the P resi dent and the Secretary 
of Defense, Congress agreed that he would preside over the 
J oi nt Chiefs as a non-voting member. TheJ CS, however, not 
the chairman, would be the principal advisers and in this 
capacity would beaided by aj oint Staff increased to 210. 1 n 
addition, although the service secretaries and military 
chiefs were no longer permitted to deal directly with the 
President or the Budget Director as Eisenhower had 
recommended, they were allowed, after informing the 
Secretary, to take to Congress, "any recommendations 
relatingtothe Depa rt ment of D efen se. " F i n a 1 1 y, t h e n ew I a w 
specifically prohibited any of the major combat functions of 
the military departments from being "transferred, 
reassigned, abolished or consolidated."^^ 

This last prohibition reflected the continued sensitivity 
to service roles and missions, an issue deliberately not 
addressed in detail in 1947. This issue had ostensibly been 
settled by the so-called Key West Agreement, hammered 
out by Forrestal and thej CS in April 1948, 2 months after 
Eisenhower quit as Army Chief. Equally important, it was a 
reflection of trends set in train by the Key West Agreement 
that would increase the tensions between the authority of 
service component commanders and that of unified 
commanders. To begin with, the overwhelming interest of 
the chiefs at that conference was to protect the integrity of 
their service activities in operational commands involving 
more than one service. Moreover, the agreement provided 
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that the J CS continue the well established practice of 
designating one of its members as executive agent for each 
unified command. All this was compounded bythel949Act, 
which not only explicitly forbade the Secretary to interfere 
with the combat functions of the forces being assigned to 
unified commands, but increased the power of the service 
chiefs even as it diminished that of the service secretaries. 
The chiefs, of course, were still individually responsible to 
their secretaries. But collectively the J oint Chiefs were the 
pri nd pal mi I itary advi sers of the Secretary of Defense; and 
since they were the only service departmental 
representatives provided a statutory role in the 
departmental policy process, they became, as they had in 
World War 1 1 , the spokesmen for their services. 

Thesetrends culminated in 1951 with the publication of 
the J oint Action Armed Forces (J AAF) manual, the first 
joint document to supercede the 1935 J AAN. I n the first 
post-war change to the old document, which Eisenhower 
had cited in establishing thefirst Unified Command Plan, 
the CINCs were explicitly given command over service 
components, as the organizational norm. In the new 
document, that command was couched in terms of exception 
and even t h en i n ter ms t h at were sol i ci tou s of t h e ser vi ces. 

Unless authorized to do so by the appointing authority, the 
commander of a unified command does not exercise direct 
command of any of the Service components or of a subordi nate 
force. In exercising command, he shall take cognizance of the 
prerogatives and responsibilities of his Service component 
commanders. . . 

By 1951, Eisenhower had assumed duties as the first 
Supreme Allied Commander Europe(SACEUR), a position 
as much political as military, which within a few months he 
was referring to as "this dismaying and unattractive 
assignment. . . Part of his frustration had to do with 
conflicting parochial national interests— whether it was the 
British insistence that one of their admirals be CINC of 
either the Atlantic or Mediterranean Command, or French 
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suspicions of any attempts to rearm the Germans. The 
German issue was particularly frustrating because it 
involved Eisenhower in discussions about centralized 
command in a European Defense Force in which he 
believed, but which was doomed to failure precisely because 
of the degree of national integration down the chain of 
command that he found so attractive. In fact, much of 
Eisenhower's frustration was focused on the J oint Chiefs 
who complicated his efforts to build a unified structure by 
indulging in service rivalries in their dealings with the 
N orth Atl anti c T reaty Organizati on (NATO), by refusi ng to 
share intelligence as well as atomic weapons and secrets, 
and by resisting efforts to transfer operational control of 
U.S. units to NATO. These types of problems were 
symbolized by I RON BARK, thej CS war plan that had as a 
basic assumption that NATO forces could delay but not 
prevent the onslaught of communist forces across Europe. 
This assumption was at odds with the political-military 
NATO strategy that required a vigorous defense along the 
Rhine, for which the Europeans were struggling to provide 
manpower and resources. Eisenhower recognized the need 
for the J CS to prepare emergency war plans on a global 
basis. "However, with respect to my area," he reminded 
them, 

thefactthattheU .5. has taken thelead in establishing a unified 
command structure, and has, with other nations, agreed to 
place its forces under that command, makes it mandatory that 
U.S. emergency plans recognize clearly my authority as the 
Supreme Allied Commander Europe. ... I consider, therefore, 
that it must be made absolutely clear that the directive of the 
President, placing all U.S. forces in Europe under my 
operational command for the accomplishment of my mission, 
has no qualifications or limitations. . . 

The Presidency. 

Eisenhower's earlier experiences concerning unity of 
command virtually assured that defense reorganization 
would bean immediate priority for him when he assumed 
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the office of President in J anuary 1953. It was still, as he 
had believed since agreeing to the 1947 compromise, a 
matter of organizational evolution. "Valuable lessons have 
been learned through six years of trial by experience." 
M oreover, there were what hetermed "changi ng conditions" 
in the domestic and international arena. To begin with, 
America would have to continue to live through years that 
were "neither of total war nor total peace," in which large 
standing forces would have to be used efficiently and 
effectively in unified commands around the world to 
reassureal I ies,todeter aggression, and, ifdeterrencefailed, 
to fight and win. Efficiency was the key to maintaining 
freedom and economic solvency, both of which he believed 
were vital components of national security. At the same 
time, Eisenhower still had concerns about the lack of full 
centralized civilian control, which had not been alleviated 
by the 1949 Act or the experiences i n the i nterveni ng years. 
In fact, even as the status of the service secretaries had 
declined i n the wakeof that Act, thej CS had returned to its 
dominant position of World War II in the Korean conflict, 
directing combat operations and dealing directly with the 
President concerning implementation of United Nations 
(U.N.) directives. As a consequence, the new President 
believed there was a need to reduce the role and political 
power of the J CS, which had already begun to deadlock on 
reduced budgetary allocations as the Korean War came to 
an end.^^ 

To resolve these issues, Eisenhower appointed the 
Rockefel I er C ommi ttee i n ear I y F ebruary to devel op specif i c 
recommendations for Department of Defense (DoD) 
reorganization. The April 11 Committee Report continued 
the general tenor of the criticism concerning the J CS, 
concluding that in order for theJ oint Chiefs "to rise above 
theparticular views of their respective services," they must 
be moved out of all command channels and serve only as a 
planning and advisory staff.^® This conclusion, however, 
presented the committee with a dilemma. One group 
believed that the only way thej oint Chiefs would transcend 
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service interests was to end their relationships with the 
services. They reconnmended a hierarchical, general staff 
model that would terminate the "dual-hat" roleofthej CS. 
Actingsolely in a "staff" capacity for theSecretary,theJ oint 
Chiefs would turn naturally from "parochial" to "national" 
advice. Another group opposed a complete separation 
between operational and planning responsibilities. The 
compromise was to strengthen theposition oftheChairman 
in order to bring about a reorientation of thej CS and its 
subordinate staff structure, in which theJ CS staff role for 
the Secretary would be emphasized and the roleofthechiefs 
as service representatives would bede-emphasized, but not 
ended. 

Eisenhower incorporated this compromise proposal, as 
well as other committee recommendations, into his Apr! I 30 
message forwarding the reorganization plan to Congress. 
He was careful to point out that thej CS, as provided in the 
1947 National Security Act, "are not a command body, but 
are the principal military advisers to the President, the 
National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense."^® 
In their dual-hat capacity, however, thej CS could not plan 
effectively on joint matters while fulfilling their 
responsi bilities tothe secretaries for the efficiency of their 
services and their readiness for war. Oneway to further the 
strategic planning and military advisory capabilities of the 
"clearly overworked" chiefs, the solicitous President 
conci uded, was to make the C hai rman sol el y responsi bl efor 
managing the work of thej oint Staff and its Director, to 
i n cl u de t h e pr ovi si on t h at t h e ser vi ce of off i cer s on t h at staff 
would be subject tothe Chairman's approval. 

E i sen h ower was equa 1 1 y sol i ci tou s on th e rel ated i ssu e of 
clarifying lines of civilian authority, which he assured 
Congress could be attained without any legislative change. 
It was simply a matter of altering by executive order that 
partoftheKey West Agreement that had legalizedthej oint 
Chiefs executive agent system for each unified command. 
This practice, the President emphasized, had led to 
"considerable confusion and misunderstanding" with 
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respect to the relationships of the J CS to the Secretary of 
Defenseand of the individual service chiefs to their service 
secretaries. As a consequence, he intended to direct the 
Secretary of Defense to revi se the K ey West Agreement and 
to designate a military department as executive agent for 
each unified command. "Under this new arrangement," he 
concluded, "the channel of responsibility and authority to a 
commander of a unified command will unmistakably be 
from the President to the Secretary of Defense to the 
designated civilian Secretary of a military department." At 
the same time, however, Eisenhower also included almost 
verbatim what the Rockefeller Committee termed "an 
important proviso" as part of its internal compromise— a 
compromisein this casethat continued the ambiguity in the 
chain of command. 

It will beunderstcxxl, however, that for thestrategicdirection 
and operational control of forces and for theconduct of combat 
operations, the military chief of the designated military 
department will be authorized by the Secretary of Defense to 
receive and transmit reports and orders and to act for that 
department in its executive agency capacity. This 
arrangement will make it always possible to deal promptly 
with emergency or wartime situations. 

In October 1953, the Secretary of Defense issued the 
executi ve order revi si on of the K ey West Agreement der i ved 
from the President's April 30 message. The actual 
legislation concerning the reorganization plan had already 
passed at the end of J une. In the hearings on that 
legislation, there were some traditional concerns that the 
changes concerning the Chairman could lead to a man on 
horseback. But after "clarifying the matter" for legislative 
leaders, Eisenhower was generally able to quiet these 
concerns.^^ I n addition, there was a general tendency on the 
part of most congressmen and witnesses in the hearings to 
defer to the new leader who had justified his reorganization 
request as "a former soldier who has experienced modern 
war at first hand, and now as President and Commander in 
Chief of the Armed Forces and the United States."^ 
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Admiral Leahy, for instance, testified that the changes 
proposed i n the plan would create a system greatly different 
from the World War II experience. But since the United 
States had been so successful in that conflict, the committee 
chairman asked, why should the changes in the 
reorganization plan be approved? "President Eisenhower 
wants it," the Admiral replied; "that is all." Was that the 
only reason, the chairman continued. 'That is the only 
reason I can see," Leahy explained. 

He has been a grand soldier and he has been in it all his life. 

When peopleask me whether I object to this or not, I say, "How 
can I object to it if the President approves it?" He has more 
experience in wars than I have had. He is recognized as an 
expert. So if he wants it why not let him have it? That is my 
answer to it.®^ 

This kind of deference had long since disappeared by 
E isenhower's second term. There were new tensions withi n 
the military establishment brought about by the rising cost 
of fielding modern forces for war in an environment of fixed 
budgets. All this was intensified by the October 1957 Soviet 
launch of Sputnik, which led to renewed public debate 
concerning DoD organizational structure and to alarming 
predictions from independent studies and committees. 
E isenhower had already formed several advisory groups on 
the subject, primarily to reinforce his ideas on unity of 
command. "Military organization was a subject I had long 
lived with," he recalled later in classic understatement; ". . . 

I had definite ideas of the corrective measures that needed 
to be taken. On J anuary9, 1958, hepresented hisStateof 
the Union address to Congress and listed DoD 
reorganization as the top priority of the eight tasks he set 
out for his administration. He would send specific 
recommendations to Congress by separate message, he 
conci uded, to enthusi asti c appi ause. 

That message on April 3 represented the culmination of 
Eisenhower's thoughts and experiences concerning unity of 
commandsincetheearly days of World War 1 1 .That conflict 
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had proved that warfare could no longer be waged 
effect! vel y u nder separate servi ce efforts. Butin the debates 
and eventual compromise that marked the 1947 
reorganization, "the lessons were lost, tradition won. . . 

I n 1949 and 1953, there were reforms leading to increased 
centralization and authority for the Secretary of 
Defense— al I necessary given the new technologies and the 
Cold War requirements for readiness and deterrence. The 
process had been slowed, however, by concerted resistance 
from the separate services and their friends in Congress. 
The service leaders, Eisenhower emphasized, were honest 
in their forceful presentations of their views on the 
i mportanceof their programs in theoveral I national effort. 

But service responsibilities and activities must always be only 
the branches, not the central trunk of the national security 
tree. . . . We must cling no longer to statutory authority. We 
must free ourselves of emotional attachments to service 
systems of an era that is no more. 

The central theme of Eisenhower's April proposals, as it 
had been in his 1945 Congressional testimony, was that 
unity of command must run in a symbiotic thread from the 
highest level down into the theater commands. 

The need for greater unity today is most acute at two 
points— in the office of the Secretary of Defense and in the 
major operational commands responsible for actual combat in 
the event of war. 

In terms of the operational level, the President specifically 
addressed the organizational deficiencies of the unified 
commands that limited the CINCs authority over the 
component commands, their influence over resources, and 
their ability to promote greater unity of effort within their 
commands. Thesolution was to build upon the World War 1 1 
experience and organize forces into "truly unified" 
commands as the "cutting edge" of the entire defense 
organization. 
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Because I have often seen the evils of diluted command, I 
emphasize that each unified commander must have 
unquestioned authority over all units of his command. 



The key to reform in the field was clear command lines 
from the President totheCI NCs in order to avoid confusion 
of authority and defusion of responsibilities. The existing 
chain of command from the 1953 reorganization, 
Eisenhower explained, had expanded from the service 
secretaries to the point that "ultimately the chief of an 
individual service issues in the name of the Secretary of 
Defense orders to a unified commander." That this was 
"staff" taking over responsibilities of the "line" was 
self-evident, si nee the role of the J oint Chiefs, he reminded 
the Congress, should be only to furnish professional advice 
a n d St aff a ssi St a n ce 1 0 1 h e S ecr et a r y of D ef en se. T 0 1 h i s en d , 
he had directed the Secretary to discontinue the use of 
military departments as executive agents for unified 
commands. "I consider this chain of command cumbersome 
and unreliable in time of peace and not usable in time of 
war," Eisenhower emphasized. "Clearly, Secretaries of 
military departments and chiefs of individual services 
should be removed from the command channel." 

The result was an operational chain of command 
"running from the Commander in Chief and Secretary of 
Defense directly to unified commands." At the same time, 
Eisenhower planned to maintain the support channel tothe 
Cl NCsthroughthemilitary departments which, relieved by 
his directive of responsibility for military operations, could 
concentrate on the administration, training, and logistics of 
their service forces assigned by the Secretary tothe unified 
commands. But for this support channel to work, provisions 
in the current law must be eliminated, such as the one 
prescribing "separate administration" by the service 
secretaries of their departments which inflicted "needless 
and injurious restraints on theauthority of the Secretary of 
Defense." And chief among such provisions, as Eisenhower 
examined the command linkage to the Cl NCs, was the 
specter of service functions that always hovered on the 
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fringes of such considerations. The 1949 law had contained 
the first explicit statutory limitations on executive 
alterations of combatant functions— an ironic outcome of 
the efforts that year to clarify and strengthen the Defense 
Secretary's power. Now in the spring of 1958, Eisenhower 
proposed in the strongest terms that these restrictions be 
amended in order "to remove any possible obstacles to the 
full unityof our commands and theful I command over them 
by unified commanders!" This recommendation, he added, 
did not contemplate any repeal of laws prescribing the 
composition of the services, nor would it havesuch an effect. 

All these changes would alsorequirethej CS tochange. 

I n order for that body to assist the Secretary of Defense i n 
his exercise of direction over the unified commands, 
E i sen h ower askedCongresstoraiseor remove t h e statu tor y 
limit of 210 officers on thej oint Staff, and to authorize the 
Chairman to assign duties to that staff and to appoint its 
Director. As for the service chiefs, the President was as 
solicitous as he had been in 1953 of their dual-hat 
"burdens." He proposed, therefore, that the law be changed 
to emphasize that each chief was authorized to delegate 
much of his service responsibilities to his vice chief, thus 
allowing him to make the J CS role the primary duty. 
Finally, Eisenhower served noticeto Congress that he was 
changing the Joint Staff committee system, which he 
perceived as a vestigial organization from 1942 when the 
staff reflected the informal nature of the J CS. "Had I 
a 1 1 owed my i nterservi ce and i nter-al I i ed staff to be si mi I ar I y 
organized in the theaters I commanded during World War 
II," he explained, "the delays and resulting indecisiveness 
would have been unacceptable to my superiors." The new 
system would center on an integrated operations division 
with joint directorates designed to make it easier for the 
J oint Staff, as it assumed the duties heretofore performed 
by the service staffs, to work with similar structures in the 
unified commands. 

In considering the reorganization proposal, the Armed 
Service committees in both Houses agreed with the 
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necessity to organize the operational commands into "truly 
unified" military structures tailored for a rapidly changing 
world. But they expressed concerns about the methods to 
achieve that objective, particularly concerning the request 
to grant the Secretary of Defense greater authority to 
determine the service roles and missions. In a similar 
manner, both committees were concerned about any 
increasein theauthorityoftheChairman andthesizeofthe 
Joint Staff, and were generally not persuaded by 
administration arguments that delegation of service duties 
to the vice chiefs would not sever the ties of the chiefs to 
their individual services. Nor were the committees fully 
convinced that the words "separately administered," as 
currently applied to the military departments, posed a 
threat to the Secretary, or for that matter, that there was 
any challenge that could mitigate his authority over the 
Cl NCs. Even the popular General Omar Bradley could not 
escape unscathed at one point in his continued insistence 
thattheDefenseSecretary did not haveadequateauthority. 
"Can you suggest to the committee," the exasperated House 
chairman asked, "any English word that carries more 
authority than 'direction, authority and control'?"^'^ 

The House and Senate committee hearings on various 
modifications of the proposed legislation lasted from May to 
July. Eisenhower was extremely active throughout the 
period, meeting with key legislative leaders and writing 
influential persons to marshal pressure on Congress. "So 

St r on g were my con vi ct i on s on t h e n eed for t h i s r efor m 

The result was a compromise bill that clearly favored the 
administration. The legislation granted the President's 
request for authority concerning service combatant 
functions, but also provided that Congress would have 70 
days to rej ect by si mpl e maj ori ty any transfer or abol i ti on of 
such functions. Eisenhower considered that the latter 
provision "made a small hole in the doughnut," since in an 
emergency he was also authorized to transfer major 
combatant functions without consulting Congress.^^ 
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There was a similar pattern of compromise with the 
authorization of the Chairman to vote in thej CS and to 
manage the J oint Staff. The Chairman was permitted to 
select that staff, but only "in consultation" with theJ CS, 
and to manage it, but only "on behalf" of that collaborative 
body. Moreover, the legislation specifically authorized the 
C hi efs to retai n the! r ri ght toassi gn duti es tothej oi nt Staff. 
And there was noway for the P resi dent to gl oss over what he 
termed "legalized insubordination" in the final legislation 
that authorized the service secretaries and the military 
chiefstogodirectlytoCongresswith "any recommendations 
relatingtotheDepartmentof Defen sethat they mi ght deem 
proper." Still, Eisenhower consoled himself with President 
Ulysses S. Grant's reaction to similar circumstances: "I 
cannot makethe Comptroller General changehismind, but 
I can get a new Comptroller General. 

Balanced against these compromises were the 
authorizations for the Chairman to vote in J CS 
deliberations; for the service chiefs to delegate service 
dutiestotheirViceChiefs;andfortheJ oint Staff to increase 
its size to 400 officers. Moreover, in terms of the military 
departments, the words "separately administered" were 
replaced with the specif! cat ion that each department would 
be "separately organized" under its secretary with all 
services functioning under the "direction, authority and 
control of the Secretary of Defense." More important for 
Eisenhower, the 1958 law authorized him, acting through 
theSecretary of Defense and with the advice of thej CS, to 
establish unifiedcommands,toassigntheir missions, and to 
determinetheir force structure. I n turn, theCI NCs of those 
commands were made responsi bl e to the P resi dent and the 
Secretary of Defense for implementing assigned missions. 
To this end, the law delegated the Cl NCs full "operational 
command" over assigned forces that could only be 
transferred with presidential approval. At the same time, 
the responsibility for the administration, training and 
support of these component forces was maintained in the 
respective military departments. Finally, by separate 
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©cecutive action, the Secretary of Defense discontinued the 
system of executive agents for the unified commands. 
Henceforth, the chain of command was to begin with the 
President and run through the Secretary of Defense to the 
CINCs. 

The Evolutionary Process. 

When hesignedtheDefenseReorganization Bill intolaw 
on August 6, 1958, Eisenhower praised it as a remarkable 
achievement. His positive reaction was understandable 
si nee the new legislation represented a major move from the 
coordinate philosophy that had triumphed in 1947 toward 
his ideal of centralized civilian authority. That authority 
extended on the one hand i n a direct operati onal I i ne to the 
CINCs and on the other, in an administrative and support 
line to those commanders through the military 
departments. In theory, those two lines would be brought 
together for the Secretary within the J CS advi sory system. 
The effort would be led by the Chairman, gradually 
approaching the Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces status 
outlined so long ago in Eisenhower's interpretation of the 
Collins Plan. Under this system, the service chiefs would 
bring their superior expertise on service force capabilities 
and programstothejoint arena, and atthesametimewould 
emerge from the J CS deliberations with a broader 
perspective on national defensethat would be used as they 
exercised their individual service responsibilities. 
Moreover, the new law granted more sweeping authority to 
the CINCs than Eisenhower had exercised over all the 
American forces assigned to OVERLORD. "In my own 
experience in the European theater," he acknowledged, 

I had found little difficulty with a loose theater organization 
partly because of the spirit of cooperation existing in wartime 
and partly because I was the administrative commander of by 
far the largest single component force in Europe, the United 
States Army, which included the Air Force. 
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The changes, however, were deceptive. To begin with, 
the military departments and services exercised residual de 
facto power and influence out of all proportion to their new 
statutorily assigned duties. The Office of the Secretary of 
Defense was still not organized for full and effective 
integration of service capabilities into the forces required 
for the missions of the Unified Commands. Nor were the 
J oint Chiefs, the principal staff contact for theCI NCs, able 
to make meaningful programmatic inputs. As a 
consequence, the unified commanders had to plan for their 
missions with resources provided by the services through a 
process defended by the services. The result was that the 
Cl NCs had limited power to influence the capability of 
assigned forces, leaving the services and thus the 
components with the primary influence on both the 
structure and the readiness of the forces for which the 
Cl NCs were responsible. This continued strength and 
independence of the component commands would in many 
aspects i nsurethat despite E isenhower's term! nation of the 
executive agent arrangement, the practice would persist 
outside the formal DoD directive. 

This failure to adequately implement Eisenhower's 
concept of unified command resulted over the next several 
decades in operational deficiencies that became 
i ncreasi ngly evident during the Vietnam War, these! zureof 
the Pueblo, the Iranian hostage rescue attempt, and the 
incursion into Grenada. The 1983 Grenada operation, in 
particular, caused Congress to focus its efforts on ensuring 
that the Cl NCs had sufficient authority both to maintain 
unity of command during operations and to prepare 
effectively for assigned missions. To that end, it would also 
be necessary to make the Chairman of thej CS responsible 
for developing joint doctrine and joint training policies. 
That same year, former Secretary of Defense J ames 
Schlesinger summarized the problem before the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services. 

I n all of our military institutions, thetime-honored principleof 

"unityofcommand"isinculcated. Yet at the national level it is 
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formerly resisted and flagrantly violated. Unity of command is 
endorsed if and only if it applies at the service level. The 
inevitable consequence is both the duplication of effort and the 
ulti mate ambiguity of command.® 

These types of continuing problems leading up to the 
G ol d water- N i ch ol s A ct of 1986 were someth i n g E i sen h ower 
would have understood from his 17-year involvement with 
the problems of unity of command at the national and 
theater levels. At the August 1958 signing of the 
Reorganization Act, he reminded his associates "that the 
law was just another step toward what the majority of 
experienced military men knew was necessary."^° But 
Eisenhower's underlying philosophy was expressed in his 
1949 test! mony concern! ng thefi rst changes tothe N ati onal 
Security Act. 

We are expecting perfection too quickly. It is just exactly, 
gentlemen, as when we were waging a great war in Europe. . . . 

We get a set-back, deliberately risked to get ahead with this 
war. . . . These set-backs are an inescapable part of all group 
activity. . . 
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CHAPTER 4 



THE DoD REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1986: 
IMPROVING THE DEPARTMENT 
THROUGH CENTRALIZATION AND 
INTEGRATION 



Douglas C. Lovelace, J r. 

Reorganizing the military establishment of the United 
States has been a subject of considerable congressional 
interest throughout much of this century. As early as 1921, 
Congress began considering proposals to combine or unify 
the military departments under a single executive agency. 
Between 1921 and 1945, for example. Congress consider^ 
some 50 proposals to reorganizetheU.S. armed forces. Due 
largely to opposition from the Departments of War and 
Navy, however, none of these initiatives resulted in 
legislation.^ 

The experiences of World War 1 1 made it clear that, for 
the U .5 . armed forces, futu re warfare wou I d i ncreasi ngl y be 
characterized by unified operations,^ and that a centrally 
coordinated process for providing U.S. military capabilities 
was needed. In a message to Congress (December 1945), 
President Harry S. Truman stated that 'There is enough 
evidence now at hand to demonstrate beyond question the 
need for a unified department." He urged Congress to ". . . 
adopt legislation combiningtheWar and Navy departments 
into one single Department of National Defense."^ 
President T ruman's message led to the National Security 
Act (NSA) of 1947 which created the "National Military 
Establishment" and initiated a trend toward unification of 
the U.S. armed forces that would continue throughout the 
remai nder of the century.'^ 
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The type of unification advanced by legislation and 
considered in this chapter has not eliminated the separate 
services or merged the military departments into one.^ As 
used herein, unification refers to the central! zed direction of 
theU.S. armed forces and the concomitant subordination of 
the military departments and services to a centralized 
control structure.Thiscontrastswith a separatist approach 
by which each military department would be a relatively 
autonomous organization — coordinating, and perhaps 
synchronizing, its activities with the other departments, 
but retaining essential decisionmaking autonomy in most 
areas. 

TheNational SecurityActof 1947 marked the beginning 
of a process of unification which continues today. Congress 
contri buted to the evol utionary process by passi ng the 1949 
and 1958 amendments. In 1986, Congress passed seminal 
legislation that significantly reorganized the Department of 
Defense (DoD), moving it further toward a unified 
structure. I n the Gol dwater-N ichols Department of Defense 
Reorganization Act of 1986 (GNA), Congress sought to 
strengthen civilian control of DoD, improve military advice 
to civilian leadership, clarify the authority and 
responsibilities of the combatant commanders, improve 
strategy formulation and contingency planning, and 
provide for more efficient use of defense resources. Over a 
decade old, the Act has been substantially implemented in 
most respects. The GNA isthemost comprehensive defense 
reorganization package enacted since the 1947 National 
Security Act. Designed to accelerate the unification of the 
U.S. armed forces by fundamentally altering the manner in 
which they were raised, trained, commanded, and 
employed, the GNA has affected virtually all major 
elements of DoD. Many consider the GNA instrumental in 
the success of U.S. forces during OPERATION DESERT 
STORM. Some believe that the question confronting DoD 
now is what initiatives are required to progress the 
department beyond the framework established by GNA? 
Still others believe that the process and pattern of reform 
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which led to passage of the Act should be replicated to 
achieve a commensurate degree of unification among the 
various national agencies involved in formulating and 
implementing national security strategy. The purpose of 
this chapter is to analyze the GNA in order to provide a 
historical context for the contemporary debate about what 
steps should betaken to improve further the functioning of 
the DoD withi n theoverarchi ng nati onal security structure. 

UNIFICATION EFFORTS AND CONCERNS 

How best to balance the unified and separatist 
approaches to DoD organization has been a challenge that 
has confronted Congress over the past half-century. Since 
1947, Congress has gravitated slowly towardtheunifi cation 
pol e of t h ese cont r ast i n g vi ews of a r med forces or gan i zat i on , 
but the attraction of the separatist philosophy remains 
significant. Since the end of World War II, almost every 
Secretary of Defense has supported increased 
centralization of authority. The military departments, on 
the other hand, have generally attempted to retain their 
autonomy. 

I n attempts to craft the most effective balance between 
these opposing forces. Congress has recognized that 
increased unification of the U.S. armed forces erodes 
congressional control over the military. Consequently, 
Congress has sought to limit this erosion by not 
over-centralizing authority within the executive branch.^ 
The interaction of these dynamics has resulted in an 
evolutionary unification process that continues as 
implementation of the GNA nears completion. 

The National Security Act of 1947 was the first, albeit 
relatively ineffective, piece of unification legislation. 
Although the act created the position of Secretary of 
Defense, it gave the Secretary no real authority over the 
secretaries of the Army, Navy, or Air Force. Congress 
perceived both the benefits and thedangers associated with 
unification, and decided not to enact more radical 
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legislation for fear of yielding much of its control over the 
military to the executive branch/ By 1949, however, the 
executive branch was pressing for legislation to achieve 
greater unification. Commenting on the National Security 
Act, President Truman, in a March 1949 message to 
Congress, stated: 

This act has provided a practical and workable basis for 
beginning the unification of the military services and for 
coordinating military policy with foreign and economic policy. . . 

The past 18 months have dispel led any doubt that unification of 
the armed forces can yield great advantages to the nation . . . 
[but] the act failsto provide for a fully responsible official with 
authority adequate to meet his responsibility, whom the 
president and the Congress can hold accountable.^ 

The 1949 Amendment to the National Security Act 
represented an important, but limited, step in further 
unifying the U.S. military establishment. Congress 
established DoD as an executive department and made the 
Secretary of Defense responsible for its general direction. 
Congress also redesignated the executive departments of 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force as military departments, 
which r^uced them in stature, but the legislation also 
instructed that they continue to be "separately 
administered."^ 

The congressional intent stated in Section 2 of the 
Amendment was: 

... to provide three military departments, separately 
administered, ... to provide for their authoritative 
coordination and unified direction under civilian control of the 
Secretary of Defense but not to merge them . . . and for their 
integration into an efficient team of land, naval, and airforces 
but not to establish a singleChief of Staff over the armed 
forces nor an armed forces general staff (but this is not to 
be interpreted as applying to the J oint C hiefs of Staff or 
J oint Staff) [emphasis in original].^ 

An important feature of the 1949 Amendment was that, 
while clearly avoiding the actual merging of the military 
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depart merits an d th e cr eat i on of a "si n gl e C h i ef of Staff, " t h e 
amendment provided for a Chairman of thej oint Chiefs of 
Staff(CJ CS).TheJ oint Chiefs of Staff (J CS) was given legal 
identity by the 1947 NSA, with a mandate to serve as the 
principal military advisory agency to the President, NSC, 
and the Secretary of Defense.^^ The 1949 amendment to the 
NSA created the position of CJ CS, but significantly 
circumscribed his authority. He was not to exercise 
command over the military services nor theJ oint Chiefs, 
and, i n fact, he was not even a voti ng member of thej CS.^^ 

With the 1949 Amendment totheNational Security Act, 
Congress took a further step toward unifying the armed 
forces but stopped short of merging the military 
departments. Not surprisingly, unification pressures 
continued. By 1958, the benefits of unified strategic 
direction of the armed forces were more apparent, but 
Congress still feared the creation of too much centralized 
authority over the military. With the DoD Reorganization 
Act of 1958, which amended the NSA, Congress nonetheless 
gave the Secretary of Defense real authority over the U .S. 
military establishment, including the power to reorganize 
DoD. The amendment modified the requirement that the 
military departments be "separately administered" to say 
that they must be "separately organ! zed. The 1958 Act, 

further subordi nated the mi I itary departments to the central 
authority of the Secretary of Defense, established the chain of 
command from the President, through the Secretary of 
Defense and the J oint Chiefs of Staff, to the unified and 
specified commands, and provided for the central direction 
and control of research and development.^"^ 

During the next 25 years, there was little congressional 
action to unify the U .5. armed forces, but the Secretary of 
Defense used his increased authority to take limited steps 
toward further unification.^^ In the early 1980s, however, 
several events helped shape a congressional consensusthat 
DoD required significant reform. 
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THE ROAD TO REFORM 



The Iran Hostage Rescue Attempt. 

On November 4, 1979, Iranian militants stormed the 
U.S. Embassy inTehran,seizing53American hostages.The 
attack on the embassy should not have come as a complete 
surprise. Almost 9 months earlier, a similar incident 
occurred but was resolved diplomatically.^^ Although a 
contingency plan for the evacuation of U.S. personnel 
existed,^^ it is unclear if the J CS, in response to the first 
attack on the embassy, advis^ the Secretary of Defense or 
the President that the contingency plan should be made 
ready for potential execution. I n any event, over 5 months 
elapsed after the second seizureandthetaking of American 
hostages before the United States mounted a military 
response. 

The U.S. national leadership was confronted with a 
situation for which it seemed unprepared. Direct White 
House supervision, excessive devotion to secrecy and 
compartmentalization, and a general circumvention of the 
established crisis action planning process characterized 
operational planni ngfor the rescue mission.^^The plan that 
resulted was "joint"^^ in that it provided for forces from all 
ser vi ces but , at t h e sa me t i me, i t was n ot a u n i f i ed oper at i on 
in that it did not provide for unified command, unified 
action, or joint training of the forces.^” Acting on theadvice 
of thej CS that the high-risk mission had a better than 
average chance of succeeding. President J immy Carter 
di rected that the operati on be executed. 

OPERATION EAGLE CLAW, designed to quickly and 
dramatically rescue the hostages, ended in catastrophe. 
American planning, equipment, tactics, and leadership 
proved i nadequate.^^ Eight people on the mission were 
ki 1 1 ed, expensi ve U .S . equ i pment and cl assi f i ed i nfor mati on 
were abandoned, and not a single hostage was rescued. 
The entire world wondered if the United States had indeed 
become a military "paper tiger." 
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In the months following the failed rescue attempt, a 
stunned American public endured the daily media 
reminders of the continued plight of the hostages and 
America's inability to do anything about it.^'^ It is not 
surprising that the I ran hostage rescue experience a roused 
congressional suspicions about the way in which the U.S. 
armed forces were commanded, organized, trained, and 
employed. Those suspicions were confirmed by 
subsequent events. 

Beirut. 

During the fall of 1983, congressional concern over the 
command, organization, and employment of U.S. armed 
forces again peaked following another military disaster. 
The previous year, some 1,200 U.S. Marines joined French 
and Italian contingents in a multinational force. Their 
mission was to preserve peace in and around Beirut, 
Lebanon, facilitate the restoration of the sovereignty and 
authority of Lebanon's government, and help bring peace to 
thewar-torn country.TheMarines occupied positions in the 
vicinity of Beirut International Airport (B I A). 

In April 1983, a massive explosion destroyed the U.S. 
Embassy in Beirut, killing 17 U.S. citizens and over 40 
others. Fighting between indigenous factions intensified 
throughout the spring and summer. From March through 
October 1983, the Marines suffered a number of casualties 
(4 dead and 15 wounded) from the various factions involved 
in Lebanon's civil war.^^ Events culminated on October 23, 
1983, when a suicide bomber attacked the Marines' 
headquarters building, killing 241 U.S. military personnel 
and wounding over 100 others. Shortly thereafter. 
President Reagan withdrew the remaining U.S. forces.^^ 

Congressional reaction was swift. A delegation from the 
Investigations Subcommittee of the House of 
Representatives Committee on Armed Services arrived in 
Beirut by December 12, 1983.Their reporttotheCommittee 
Chairman (December 19, 1983) criticized several military 
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aspects of the incident. Transcending the tactical level, the 
more notable criticisms included an ambiguous chain of 
command, lack of proper oversight by higher levels of 
command, lack of adequate intelligence support, reporting 
by military sources of incomplete or inaccurate 
information,^^ thefailureof civilian leadership to heed the 
ad vi ce of sen i or mi I i ta ry I eader s con cer n i n g t h e over a 1 1 r i sks 
of the operation, and the inability of the military to 
anticipate and protect against such an attack.^° 

With the memories of the I ran hostage rescue attempt 
still vivid, the Beirut tragedy suggested that the 
deficienciesof theU.S. armed forces that contributed to the 
debacle in Iran had not been corrected, but somehow had 
worsened. Those sentiments began to prevail, and even a 
successful military operation would not arrest the 
congressional movement toward sweeping reform of DoD. 

Grenada. 

President Ronald Reagan came into office with the task 
of restoring U.S. prestige, in part by improving the 
credibility of its military capabilities. TheU.S. experience in 
Lebanon did not further that objective. Some believed, 
however, that the successful use of mi I itary force, for a j ust 
cause, could restore the confidence of the American people 
in their military and government. Cuban activities on the 
island of Grenada necessitated a military operation that 
was large enough to be credible, but not so large as to 
present significant risk of a substantial number of U.S. 
casualties.^^ 

On October 25, 1983, 2 days after the Beirut bombing, 
the invasion of Grenada, OPERATION URGENT FURY, 
began.^^ The mission was to secure and evacuate about 
1,000 U.S. citizens, defeat the Grenadian and Cuban forces 
present, and stabilize the situation so that a democratic 
government could be restored.^'^ 
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Taken as a whol e, OP E RATI ON U RGE NT F U RY was a 
success; thestudentswerefreed unharmed, thegovernment 
of PrimeM inister MauriceBishop was ousted, Cuban troops 
were removed, and democracy was restored. Still, critics 
reported many problems with the operation. These 
included a lack of accurate, up to date maps, imperfect 
intelligence support, and U.S. casualties resulting from 
accidents and fratricide.^^ There were interoperability 
problems among the services, particularly in the area of 
communications.^^ And although some forces acted bravely, 
U.S. Army units reportedly performed sluggishly, used 
inappropriate tactics, and suffered from breakdowns in 
discipline. While the validity of such claims has been 
debated, the fact remains that the overall success of the 
operation failed to preclude congressional criticism, and the 
Reagan administration again found itself on the 
defen si ve.^^ 

Congressional Reaction. 

The military setbacks of the late 1970s and early 1980s 
provided the historical context that shaped the widespread 
congressional perception in 1983 that the U.S. military was 
in need of reform. As early as J uneof that year, members of 
Congress were calling for changes within DoD. Senators 
J ohn Tower and Henry (Scoop) J ackson, then Chairman 
and Ranking M inority member of the Senate Committee on 
Armed services, respectively, directed the committee staff 
to conduct a study of the organization and decisionmaking 
procedures of DoD. For the next 18 months, the study took 
theform of hearings, interviews, and research. I n J anuary 
1985, Senators Barry Goldwater and Sam Nunn directed 
that a more formal and vigorous study be undertaken. 

The Locher Report. 

The resulting staff study yielded a report entitled 
Defense Organization: The Ne^ for Change, informally 
known as the Locher Report (October 1985, Study Director: 



73 




J ames R. L ocher). The report indicated the consensus that 
was building in Congress that DoD required reorganization. 
The essence of the report was reflect^ i n the test! mony of 
former Secretary of Defense, J ames R. Schlesinger: 

... in theabsenceof structural reform I fearthatweshal I obtain 
less than is attainable from our expenditures and from our 
forces. Soundstructurewill permitthereleaseofenergiesandof 
imagination now unduly constrained by the existing 
arrangements. Without such reform, I fear that the United 
States will obtain neither the best military advice, nor the 
effective execution of military plans, nor the provision of 
military capabilities commensurate with the fiscal resources 
provided, nor the most advantageous deterrence and defense 
posture availabletothe nation.'*^ 

Thereport addressed a wide range of issues affecting the 
performance of the DoD, including its four major 
organizational elements: the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense(OSD), theOrganization ofthej oint Chiefs of Staff 
(OJ CS), the unified and specified combatant commands, 
and the military departments. The report also addressed 
two key decisionmaking processes: the Planning, 
Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS) and the 
acquisition process.'^^ Additionally, congressional review 
and oversight of defense policies and programs and civilian 
control of the military received scrutiny. 

The report went beyond the mere cataloging of 
deficiencies and issues. It offered numerous 
recommendations for overhauling DoD, its decisionmaking 
processes, and its organization. The more significant 
recommendations included: 

• establishing three new Under Secretary of Defense 
positions— for nuclear deterrence. North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO) defense, and regional 
defense and force projection; 

• creating the posit! on of Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Strategic Planning); 
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• disestablishing thej CS and replacing it with aj oint 
Military Advisory Council consisting of a chairman 
and a four-star officer from each service who is on his 
last tour of duty; 

• authorizing the chairman of the J oint Military 
Advisory Counci I to provide military advice in hi sown 
right and designating him as the principal military 
advisor to the Secretary of Defense; 

• authorizing the chairman of the Joint Military 
Advisory Council to develop and administer a 
personnel management system for officers assigned 
to joint duty; 

• removing the service component commanders within 
the unified combatant commands from the 
operational chain of command; and 

• fully integrating the Secretariats' and the service 
headquarters' staffs. 

Although Congress did not directly act on any of the 
report's fairly radical recommendations, the report 
effectively illuminated numerousdeficiencies within DoD.'^^ 
M oreover, the report affirmed the congressional perception 
of the need for change within DoD and helped shape the 
debates that would occur over the next year. 

Presidential Reaction. 

I n J une 1985, out of concern that Congress, if left to its 
own devices, might impose ill-advised, or at least unwanted 
changes upon DoD, President Reagan established the Blue 
Ribbon Commission on Defense Management, informally 
known as the Packard Commission (after its chairman, 
David Packard). Establishingthecommission alsoservedto 
stanch any public perception that the executive branch was 
not willing or able to reform one of its departments. The 
President charged the commission to: 
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. . . conduct a defense management study of important 
dimension, including: the budget process, the procurement 
system, legislative oversight, and the organizational and 
operational arrangements, both formal and informal, among 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Organization of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Unified and Specified Command 
systems, the military departments, and Congress."^ 

In February 1986, the commission provided the 
President with an interim report containing several 
recommendations. The President officially endorsed the 
preliminary recommendations in April 1986, and 
desi gnated many for "qu i ck and deci si ve i mpl ementat i on 
The commission published its findings in J une 1986. They 
were gen era 1 1 y con si stentwiththe con cl u si on s of t h e L och er 
Report released some 8 months earlier.'^^ However, the 
commission's key recommendations were considerably less 
radical: 

• defense planning should begin with a comprehensive 
statement of national security objectives and 
priorities; 

• the president should issue provisional 5-year budget 
levels to the Secretary of Defense; 

• the CJ CS should prepare a military strategy and 
options for operational concepts; 

• the CJ CS, with the advice of the J CS and the 
combatant commanders, should prepare broad 
military options, framing explicit trade-offs among 
the armed forces, and submit recommendations tothe 
Secretary of Defense; 

• the CJ CS, with the assistance of the J CS and the 
Director of Central Intelligence, should provide net 
assessments of U.S. and allied armed forces relative 
to those of potential adversaries. The assessments 
should be used to evaluate risks inherent in the 
options developed; 
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• the president should select a particular option and 
specify an associated budget level upon which DoD 
would base its 5-year defense pi an and 2-year budget; 

• the CJ CS should be designated as the principal 
uniformed mi I itary advisor tothe president, the N SC, 
and the Secretary of Defense, representing his own 
views as well as those of the corporate] CS; 

• thej oint Staff and theOJ CS should be placed under 
the exclusive direction of the chairman; 

• theSecretaryof Defense should direct that commands 
to and reports from the unified and specified 
commands be channeled through the chairman; 

• the position of vice chairman of theJ CS should be 
created; 

• broader authority should be assigned to the unified 
commanders to structure subordinate commands, 
joint task forces, and support activities; 

• the Unified Command Plan should be revised; 

• the Secretary of Defense should be provided with the 
flexibility to establish the shortest possible chains of 
command to deployed contingency forces; and 

• the Secretary of Defense should establish a single 
unified command to integrate global air, land, and sea 
transportation.'^^ 

During early spring 1986, while both houses of Congress 
considered defense reform bills, influential congressmen 
such as Senator Barry Goldwater conferred with members 
ofthePackardCommission. Asa result of thesediscussions. 
Congress began to embrace the Packard Commission's 
recommendations over the more revolutionary changes 
recommended in the L ocher Report. 
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CONGRESSIONAL ACTION 



Throughout the first half of 1986, discussions continued 
regarding the need to reorganize DoD. On one side of the 
debate was the U.S. Congress, convinced that reform was 
necessary. On the other side were the Secretary of Defense 
and the services.'^® Interestingly, the president sided with 
Congress.^° With the executive branch seemingly divided 
over the issue of defense reorganization and against the 
background of the I ran hostage rescue attempt, the Beirut 
bombing, and the incursion into Grenada, Senators Barry 
Goldwater and Sam Nunn and Representative Bill Nichols 
were able to build exceptionally strong bipartisan support 
for reform. 

During the spring and summer, each house passed its 
version of the reform bill by an overwhelming majority.^^ 
With the Congress united in support of defense 
reorganization, the joint conference to resolve 
inter-committee issues went quickly and smoothly. The 
conference report was published on September 12, 1986, 
and this substantial piece of legislation sailed through the 
Senate and the House of Representatives on September 16 
and 17, respectively. By October 1, 1986, theGNA was law. 

Congressional Intent. 

T raditional congressional concern over the migration of 
control of the military from the legislative to the executive 
branch has, i n some respects, retarded the evolution toward 
unification. Congress recognizes the value of separately 
organized military departments competing to meet the 
requirements of the combatant CINCs by offering 
alternative program recommendations. Congress also 
worries that too much centralization of authority might 
inhibit its discretionary authority over defense matters. At 
the same time, however. Congress recognizes the need for 
more unified direction of the U.S. armed forces. The 
provisions of the 1986 GNA reflect these countervailing 
concerns. 
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The scope of the legislation clearly evidenced 
congressional dissatisfaction with the lack of unified 
direction of, and action by, theU.S. armed forces. Congress 
believed the problems derived from dysfunctional 
relationships among the Secretary of Defense, service 
secretaries, CJ CS, J CS, CINCs and service components, 
and the service chiefs. In passing the GNA, Congress 
intended: 

1. to reorganize DoD and strengthen civilian authority 
within the Department; 

2. to improve the military advice provided to the 
resident, the NSC, and the Secretary of Defense; 

3. to place clear responsibility on the commanders the 
unified and specified combatant commands for the 
accomplishment of missions assigned to those commands; 

4. to ensure that the authority of the commanders of the 
unified and specified combatant commands is fully 
commensu rate with the responsi bi I ity of those commanders 
for the accomplishment of missions assigned to their 
commands; 

5. to increase attention to the formulation of strategy 
and to contingency planning; 

6. to provide for moreefficient use of defense resources; 

7. to improve joint officer management policies; and 

8. to otherwise enhance the effectiveness of military 
operations and improve the management and 
administration of DoD.^^ 

E ach provi si on of the Act addressed one or more of these 
elements of congressional intent. An in-depth analysis of 
every provi si on of the Act i s beyond the scope of thi s essay. 
However, an assessment of the more significant provisions 
provides a sufficient basis for determining the extent to 
which the Act has served its purpose. A summary of the 
Act's major provisions follows. 



79 




strengthening Civilian Authority. 

Congress formulated several provisions of the Act to 
strengthen directly the authority of the Secretary of 
Defense. Thetwo most significant provisions increased the 
secretary's influence over program planning conducted by 
DoD components and the contingency planning conducted 
by the CINCs. Other provisions indirectly enhanced the 
secretary's control. The more significant of these relate to 
improving the advice the secretary receives from the 
uniformed mi I itary, thus enhancing hi sabi I itytocommand. 

Defense Planning Guidance. 

First, to increase the secretary's authority and control 
over programs developed by DoD components, the Act 
provided that 

the Secretary of Defense, with the advice and assistance of the 
Chairman ofthej oint Chiefs of Staff, shall provide annually to 
the heads of Department of Defense components written pol icy 
guidance for the preparation and review of the program 
recommendations and budget proposals of their respective 
components. Such guidance shall i nclude guidance on— 

a. national security objectives and policies; 

b. the priorities of military missions; and 

c. t h e resou rce I evel sprojectedtobe ava i I a bl e for t h e per i od of 
time for which such recommendations and proposals are to 
be effect ive.^'‘ 

The authority provided by this section clearly 
empowered the secretary to establish the criteria upon 
whi ch the mi I itary departments and other DoD components 
must base their programs.^^ The secretary uses the Defense 
PlanningGuidance(DPG), a classified document, as his tool 
for providing the program planning guidance required by 
the Act. 

The DPG initiates the first phase of the DoD PPBS.^^ 
ThePPBS isthebiennial process by which DoD plansforthe 
force capabi I ities that wi 1 1 be needed from 2 to 8 years i n the 
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future. It facilitates the development of programs to attain 
those capabilities and translates those programs into 
budget submissions. By asserting himself at an early stage 
in the program planning process, the secretary has 
enhanced his influence over the programs which are 
ultimately submitted for approval. 

Contingency Planning Guidance. 

The GNA also increased the Secretary of Defense's 
authority and responsibility in the area of contingency 
planning.^^The Act provides that 

the Secretary of Defense, with the approval of the president 
and after consultation with the Chairman of thej oint Chiefs 
of Staff, shall provideannually totheChairman written policy 
guidance for the preparation and review of contingency 
plans.^ 

Thetool used bythesecretarytoimplementthisprovision of 
theAct is the Contingency Planning Guidance(CPG). 

The CPG is a concise, classified document that the 
secretary uses to inform the chairman of general and 
specifi c strategi c areas of concern to the ci vi I i an I eadershi p, 
for which contingency planning should be conducted. The 
chairman then usesthisguidancetofulfill his responsibility 
to "[provide] for the preparation and review of contingency 
plans . . .," also as required by the GNA.^® The CPG also 
informs the chairman of the general requirements of the 
secretary, or his representatives, to review contingency 
plans during their development as well as upon completion. 
This element of the GNA has been implemented quite 
effectively.®” 

Through theCPG, the Secretary of Defense has inserted 
himself, and his selected representatives, squarely into the 
contingency planning process. He has done so in a manner 
that gives primacy to the policies of civilian leadership, 
appropriately defers the actual development of contingency 
plans to the uniformed military leadership, and, by 
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involving himself early, maintains effective civil Ian control 
throughout the planning process. This is precisely what 
Congress intended in theGNA.^^ 

I mproving Military Advice. 

Several significant provisions of the GNA sought to 
improve the military advice given to the president, the 
Secretary of Defense, and the NSC. The sponsors of the Act 
bel i eved t h e J C S was i n ca pa bl e of pr ovi d i n g con ci se, t i mel y , 
and useful advice to the National Command Authorities 
(NCA).®^ Testifying before the Senate Armed services 
Committee, former Secretary of Defense J ames R. 
Schlesinger bore out this conclusion: 

The existing structure [of thej CS], if it does not preciudethe 
best miiitary advice, provides a substantiai, though not 
i nsurmountabie, barrier to such advice . . . [T]he 
recommendations . . . must pass through a screen designed to 
protect the institutionai interest of each . . . service. . . . [N]o 
service ox may be gored. . . . 

The unavoidabie outcome is . . . iog-roiiing, back-scratching, 
marriage agreements, and the iike. . . . The proffered advice is 
generaiiy irreievant, normaiiy unread, and aimost aiways 
disregarded.®^ 

Not only did theJ CS system inhibit innovative thought, it 
also was not an efficient decisionmaking system. For 
example. General David J ones, a former CJ CS, described to 
Congress how the J CS had spent an entire afternoon 
argu i ng over whi ch servi ce shoul d provi dethe attachetothe 
U.S. Embassy in Cairo. 

To eliminate these shortcomings. Congress assigned 
increased responsibility to the CJ CS. In the GNA, it 
transferred the duties and functions previously the 
responsibility of the corporate J CS to the chairman, 
designated the chairman as the "head" of thej CS and the 
principal militaryadvisortotheNCAand NSC, and directly 
subordinated thej oint Staff to the chairman. The Act 
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further provided that the chairman, subject to the direct ion 
of the president, may participate in NSC meetings.®® 
Additionally, theAct permitted the Secretary of Defense to 
assign overall supervision of certain defense agencies and 
field activities to the chairman.®^ The Act also created the 
position of the vice chairman of the J CS to assist the 
chairman in discharging his new duties.®® 

However, Congress tempered the measures taken to 
increase the chairman's authority with others that 
circumscribed it. Notably, theAct vestedthechairman with 
no command authority. The chain of command prescribed 
by the Act runs from the president, to the Secretary of 
Defense, totheCI NCs.®^ Also, theother members of thej CS 
retained their responsibilities as military advisors to the 
NCA and NSC. The Act provided further that, should a 
member of the J CS disagree with the advice the chairman 
intended to give to the NCA or the NSC, the member may 
submit his dissenting view, which the chairman must offer 
at the same time he presents his own.^° The Act also 
provided that each member of the J CS, after informing the 
Secretary of Defense, may make independent 
recommendations to Congress.^^ Finally, theAct provided 
that the chairman shall, as he considers appropriate, 
consult the other members of theJ CS and convene regular 
meetings. While the Act enlarged the chairman's 
responsibilities and authority, it clearly did not intend for 
him to become too powerful, nor for thej CS to become an 
inert organization. 

The lessons of the Persian Gulf War provide evidence 
that theGNA strengthened civilian control over thearmed 
forces.^® I n the official DoD report on the war, the Secretary 
of Defense noted that the conflict was thefirst test of theAct 
in a major war. He complimented the chairman, the vice 
chairman, and the other members of the J CS for the 
"excellent military advice" they provided. He reported that 
the Act's strengthening of the position of the chairman 
enabled the chairman to bring to bear his strategic insight 
and exceptional leadership to ensure the CINC was 
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provided with all he needed to successfully prosecute the 
war/'^ 

Expanding the Authority and Responsibility of the 
CINCs. 

In addition to improving civilian control of the armed 
forces, theGNA also provided moreauthority totheCI NCs. 
This was done in order to reduce further the influence of 
service parochialism and better focus DoD strategic 
planning on the needs of the unified and specified 
combatant commanders. Congress crafted several 
provisions of the Act with this goal in mind. The Act 
reemphasized and clarified the responsibilities of the 
CINCs for accomplishing assigned missions as well as for 
ensuring their commands' preparedness to do so7^ It also 
described, in detail, command authority, specifying that a 
CINC has authority to: 

• direct subordinate commands in all aspects of 
military operations, joint training, and logistics; 

• prescribe the chain of command tothecommands and 
forces within the command; 

• organize the command and forces within the 
command; 

• employ forces within the command as he considers 
necessary to accomplish the command's missions; 

• assign command functions to subordinate 
commanders; 

• coordinate and approve administrative support, and 
di sci pl i nary acti vi ti es necessary to carry out mi ssi ons 
assigned to the command; 

• select and suspend subordinate commanders and 
staff offi cers; and 
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• convene courts martial 

The Act also provi ded that the Secretary of Defense shal I 
periodically review the authority of the Cl NCs and ensure 
that their authority is commensurate with their 
responsi bilities. TheAct gavetheCI NCstheresponsi bility 
to report promptly to the secretary any instances in which 
they feel their authority to be inadequate/^ Additionally, 
Congress considered terms I ike "full operational command," 
traditionally used to describethe authority of the Cl NCs, to 
be inappropriate for describing their new authority/^ The 
Act gave rise to a new term, "combatant command," that 
DoD has formal I yadopted/° 

The Act further reinforced the Cl NCs' authority by 
directing the secretaries of the military departments to 
assign all forces under their jurisdiction to the CINCs,^^ 
except for those forces needed to carry out the twelve service 
functions/^ Although theAct specified a single, clear chain 
of command from the president to the Secretary of Defense 
to the Cl NCs, it notably did not provide for an 
administrative chain of command from the president to the 
Secretary of Defense to the military departments. Thus, 
while the Act allowed each military department to retain 
unspecified authority and control over a portion of their 
forces, the bulk of theU.S. armed forces were placed under 
the authority of the Cl NCs. 

Recognizing the geographic dispersion oftheCI NCsand 
the broad spans of control inherent in the offices of the 
president and the Secretary of Defense, Congress included 
provisions in theAct that allow the chairman to assist the 
NCA in overseeing the Cl NCs. Specifically, the president 
may direct that all communications between himself or the 
secretary and the Cl NCs go through the chairman. The 
president may also direct that the chairman assist him in 
the performanceof his command functi ons. TheSecretary of 
Defense may assign the chairman responsibilities for 
assisting in overseeing the combatant commands; however, 
such assignment confers no command authority.^'^ 
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Although the chairman is vested with no command 
authority, hisrolein makingthechain of command function 
effectively is pivotal. In addition to making him the 
principal military advisor to the NCA, the Act designated 
him as the spokesman for the CINCs, especially for the 
requirementsoftheir commands, and madehimresponsi ble 
for informing other elements of DoD of the CINCs' 
requirements. This provision of the Act not only increased 
the chairman's real authority, but also enhanced the ability 
of the Cl N Cs' to i nfl uence the N CA.^^ 

Another provision of the Act indirectly, but 
substantially, increasedtheauthorityoftheCI NCs. It made 
the secretaries of the military departments responsible for 
"fulfi 1 1 [i ng] (tothe maxi mum extent practi cable) thecurrent 
and future operational requirements of the [Cl NCs]. . . 

In short, the Cl NCs were made responsible for identifying 
requirements for military capabilities, the chairman was 
made responsible for synthesizing the requirements, and 
the services were tasked to fulfill the requirements. Thus, 
the services were not to interpret, on their own, the Cl NCs' 
requi rements and base service programs on the capabi I ities 
the services determined to be most important totheCI NCs. 
Via the GNA, Congress sought to clearly establish the 
primacy of theCI NCsovertheserviceChiefs with respect to 
the determination of required military capabilities. 

Improving Strategy Formulation and Contingency 
Planning. 

Through the GNA, Congress also sought to improve 
strategy formulation at both the NCA and CJ CS levels. At 
the N CA level , the Act requi red the presi dent to"transmit to 
Congress each year a comprehensive report on the national 
security strategy of the United States."^^ The national 
security strategy report is to be submitted at the same time 
the president's budget is submitted. It is to contain. 
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. . . the national security strategy of the United States 
[including] a comprehensive description and discussion of 
the foil owing: 

1. The worldwide interests, goals, and objectives of the 
United States that are vital to the national security of the 
United States. 

2. The foreign policy, worldwide commitments, and 
nati onal defense capabi I iti es of the U ni ted States necessary 
to deter aggression and to the national security strategy of 
the United States. 

3. The proposed short-term and long-term uses of the 
political, economic, military, and other elements of the 
national power of the United States to protect or promote 
the interests and achieve the goals and objectives referred 
to in paragraph (1). 

4. The adequacy of the capabilities of the United States 
to carry out the national security strategy of the United 
States, including an evaluation of the balance among the 
elements of the national power of the United States to 
support the implementation of the national security 
strategy. 

5. Such other information as may be necessary to help 
inform Congress on matters relating to the national 
security strategy of the U nited States.^^ 

In adopting the language of this section of the Act, 
Congress intended for the president to describe 
comprehensively the short and long-term national security 
strategies and to provide assessments of the risks 
associated with implementing the strategies. Congress 
could use the national security strategy reports to make 
better informed decisions regarding funding to support the 
various elements of national power. 

Congress recognized the need to address the specifics of 
strategy at the mi I itary strategic pi anni ng I evel as wel I . The 
GNA assigned the chairman of the] oint Chiefs of Staff 
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specifi c strategi c and conti ngency pi anni ng responsi bi I iti es. 
With respecttostrategicplanning, heistoassisttheNCA in 
providing for the strategic direction of the armed forces and 
is to prepare strategic plans which conform to resource 
guidance provided by the Secretary of Defense. 

To assist the NCA in providing strategic direction, the 
chairman prepares a national military strategy. 
Additionally, thechairman provides for the preparation and 
review of contingency plans which conform to NCA policy 
guidance.^^ The chairman uses his Joint Strategic 
Capabilities Plan (j SCP) to translate the policies set forth 
in the secretary's Contingency Planning Guidance into 
specific planning tasks for theCINCs. In response to the 
J SCP, theCINCs develop operation plans and submit them 
to the chai rman for approval 

I n addition to providing for the preparation and review 
of contingency plans, the chairman is also required by the 
GNA to prepare strategic pi ans.^^ A strategic plan, global in 
scope, is meant to guide the development and integration of 
the regional and functional plans developed by the separate 
Cl NCs.^'^ While the current planning processes enable the 
Cl NCs to develop sound regional plans, thechairman, due 
to his global responsibilities and perspective, is best 
situated to reconcile, rationalize, and orchestrate the 
Cl NCs' plans. The chairman's efforts in this regard must be 
more than merely compiling the Cl NCs' plans.®^ He is 
expected to proactively set forth, in a global context, the 
pri ority of the specifi c obj ectives for the pi an ni ng peri od, the 
national strategic concepts for attaining the objectives, the 
national resources that will be applied, and guidance about 
how their application will be tailored to best serve the 
established priorities. By performing this strategy 
formulation role, thechairman can ensurethat contingency 
planning better adherestopolicyguidanceand is in a better 
position to provide strategic advice to the NCA. 
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Providing for More Efficient Use of Defense 
Resources. 

To complement the chairman's increased strategic 
planning responsibilities, Congress designed several 
provisions of the GNA to enable the chairman to promote 
t h e eff i ci en t u se of defen se r esou r ces. W h en com bi n ed , t h ese 
provisions describe an integrated process for determining 
required military capabilities and ensuring their efficient 
provision. The process focuses on the identification, 
synthesi s, and sati sfacti on of requ i rements i dentifi ed by the 
Cl NCs. The chairman's role in the process is to solicit the 
CINCs' requirements, provide national level analyses of 
these requirements, assesstheextenttowhichtheproposed 
programs of the services efficiently satisfy the CINCs' 
requi rements, and advi sethe N CA accordi ngly. Tools whi ch 
thechairman can usetofulfill these responsibilities include 
the CINCs' Integrated Priority Lists, the J oint 
Requi rements Oversi ght Counci I , the chai rman's authority 
to evaluatethe preparedness of the combatant commands,^^ 
and the chairman's Current Readiness System. 

Three additional provisions of the Act also enable the 
chai r man to fad I itate the effi ci ent use of defense resources: 
his responsibility to develop doctrine for the joint 
employment of thearmed forces, histriennial responsibility 
to appraise the roles and functions assigned to the services, 
and his biennial responsibility to review the missions, 
responsibilities, and force structure of the combatant 
commands.®^ 

ImprovingJ oint Officer Management. 

One of the more significant provisions of the GNA 
addressed 

policies, procedures, and practices for the effective 
management of officers of the . . . active duty list who are 
particularly trained in, and oriented toward, joint matters. . . 
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These officers were to become ski I led in "the integrated 
employment of land, sea, and air forces, including matters 
relating to national military strategy, strategic planning 
and contingency planning, and command and control of 
combat operations under unified command. Through 
joint officer management measures. Congress intended to 
improvethequality of thej oint Staff as well as the quality 
of theCI NCs' staffs. 

To facilitate the development of "J oint Specialty 
Officers" (J SOs), Congress prescribed minimum 
requirements for the number of joint duty positions that 
must be filled by qualified] SOs, their education and tour of 
duty length, and promotion requirements for officers who 
have served or are serving in joint assignments. 
Implementation of these provisions has presented a 
daunting challenge to DoD.“° 

Title IV's salient provisions include a requirement for 
the Secretary of Defense to publish a list of thejoint duty 
positions within DoD and to ensure that at least half are 
filled by J SOs or J SO nominees. Furthermore, he is to 
designate at least 1,000 critical joint duty assignment 
positions that could be held only by fully qualified] SOs.^°^ 
TitlelV oftheGNA also provides that an officer may not be 
selected as a ] SO until he/she attends a joint professional 
military education school and, subsequently, completes a 
full tour of duty in a joint duty assign ment.^“ 

Title IV also requires the Secretary of Defense to 
establish a "Capstone Course" for newly appointed general 
and flag officers that prepares them to work with the other 
services. The Act requires each officer selected for 
promotion to one-star rank to attend this course, unless: 
The officer's immediately preceding assignment was joint; 
there are nojoi nt requirements for his/her field of expertise; 
or it would otherwise be in the best interest of the officer's 
service that he/she not attend. 
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CONCLUSIONS 



Si nee passage of the N SA i n 1947, Congress has sought 
progressively to unify effort within DoD, improve the 
quality and fidelity of the military advice provided to the 
national command authorities and the NSC, and 
strengthen civilian control over the U .S. Armed forces. The 
last significant congressional action to these ends was 
passage of the 1986 GNA. DoD's implementation of the 
GNA has contributedtothe evolution toward unified armed 
for ces. T h e Off! ce of t h e S ecr et a ry of D efen se, t h e ch a i r ma n 
and other members of the J CS, the J oint Staff, the 
combatant commands, and the services are arriving at a 
balanced relationship in which civilian authority is 
supreme. 

The DoD has substantially implemented the Act and 
now is in a position to progress beyond its provisions. But 
DoD's continued evolution depends on the institutional 
progress of other agencies of the government involved in 
national security strategy formulation and 
implementation. The most important question for the 
future is how a unified Department of Defense can achieve 
synergy with the other agencies of national government 
that also "provide for the common defense and promote the 
general welfare." Perhaps an approach analogous to the 
passage of the GNA is appropriate. 
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CHAPTER 5 



INSTITUTIONALIZING DEFENSE REFORM: 
THE POLITICS OF TRANSFORMATION 
IN THE ROOT, MCNAMARA, AND COHEN 

ERAS 



J oseph R. Cerami 



In November 1997, Secretary of Defense William Cohen 
released a "Defense Reform Initiative Report." He 
announced several areas for public management reform in 
the Department of Defense (DoD), in support of ongoing 
executive branch reinvention programs. This chapter looks 
at the Root reforms of the early 20th century and the 
McNamara reforms of the 1960s, and then offers some 
comments about the prospects for success for the ongoing 
1997 Defense Reform Initiative. The theoretical literature 
on reinvention and transformation will also be used to 
analyze and evaluate Secretary Cohen's reform efforts, and 
to address several key quest! ons rel ati ng to defense reform: 
What is the role of senior leadership today? What 
combination of knowledge, skills, abilities, and experience 
are required for senior leaders in DoD? Are the 
environmental conditions within DoD right for reform? 
What will be the catalyst for change in our current era of 
globalization? Arecurrent business models useful guidesto 
defense reform? Can executive-legislativeconflict beturned 
into cooperation and compromise in order to improve 
defense management? 

The Root Reforms. 

Several themes stand out in the history of military 
reform in the United States. These include executive 
leadership, budget control and integration, executive- 
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legislative-bureaucratic conflict, "scientific and 
business-like" public management, and civil-military 
relations.^ Studies of Progressive Era reform efforts 
highlight the internal struggles for executive control 
between the civilian Secretary and the Army 
general-in-chief. These civil-military struggles were 
complicated by the autonomy of the Army bureaus, such as 
the ordnance and commissary organizations, that allied 
themselves with congressional committee members. The 
decentralized bureau system was flawed froma managerial 
efficiency and effectiveness perspective— but powerful 
politically. The catalyst for change was failure, especially in 
Army logistics and administration, during the Spanish 
American War.^ Initiating change required a dedicated 
group of individuals, typically described as 
Neo-Hamiltonians.^ The most influential of these 
Progressive reformers, was Elihu Root, who was named 
Secretary of War in 1898. While not a military expert. Root 
had demonstrated impressive skills as a public manager 
while serving as governor for the territories of Puerto Rico 
and the Philippines. Root also had exceptional skills as a 
lawyer and negotiator. Significantly, Root had experience in 
"dealing with legislative committees and drafting 
legislation'"^ and spent several years shepherding his 
reforms through Congress and the legislative process.^ 

Secretary Root sought to improve the Army's internal 
structure, including strengthening the top leadership and 
modernizing the staff and planning functions. His ideas on 
military organization were taken from the writings of 
E mory U pton and the Prussian general staff system.® Root 
was able to implement his administrative and 
organizational reforms by personally drafting the 
legislation that made reform possible. Elting Mori son 
described his 1903 General Staff bill as 

the most enlightened piece of legislation dealing with military 

organization ever passed in this country . . . [which] was almost 

exclusively the work of Elihu Root.^ 
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Most importantly, the legislation codified the American 
tradition of civilian supremacy of the military, which 
remains a foundation of the American system of 
government.^ In effect. Root based his reforms on a 
broad-based synthesis of Progressive Era government 
reform theory, Taylor's scientific management, Upton's 
military writings, the Prussian general staff model, and 
traditional American democratic values. 

Even a very brief survey of Root's record as Secretary of 
War is sufficient to demonstrate the scope and significance 
of the military reforms that he was able to accomplish. It is 
al so suffi ci ent to generate three i mportant quest! ons: I s the 
Prussian General Staff model still a useful point of 
reference for DoD reform? Are any of the conditions that 
made it possible for Root to accomplish his reforms in the 
early twentieth century in place today? Is Root the 
appropriate model for a modern Secretary of Defense 
engaged in reform and innovation? 

The McNamara Reforms. 

The era of the McNamara DoD reforms also stands out 
as a significant period of change in defense management. By 
the time that Robert McNamara came to the Office of 
Secretary of Defense, the post World War II growth of 
government agencies had created significant pressure for 
the creation of a new system to rationally allocate federal 
resources. Furthermore, information technology and 
computers had significantly enhanced the government's 
capabi I ity for quantitative data analysis. These are some of 
the factors that convinced McNamara that it was both 
necessary and possible to introduce a new 
Planning-Programming-Budgeting System (PPBS) within 
the Department of Defense. 

The political conditions also seemed to be in place by the 
time that the Kennedy administration took office in 1961. 
The National Security Act of 1947 had placed the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force within a new National Military 
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Establishment (NME) under the titular control of a new 
Secretary of Defense.^ Unfortunately, the NME system 
precipitated intense rivalry between the services that took 
time and effort to overcome. Congress enacted additional 
I egi si ati on a decade I ater to try to resolve some of the i niti al 
difficulties in establishing the new defense organization. 
The DoD Reorganization Act of 1958 clarified theSecretary 
of Defense's authority over the services in the areas of 
budgeting, force structure, and research and 
devel opment.^° Reform to integrate planning, 
programming, and budgeting was now possible. 

Armed with this new legislative authority, it remained 
for McNamara and his staff to implement Planning, 
Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS) reforms in 
DoD. Their goal was to develop a process to coordinate 
strategy and plans, force requirements and programs, and 
resources and budgets. The intent was to centralize 
decisionmaking and design explicit criteria for major 
systems acquisitions.^^ In keeping with the PPB concept, 
they sought an analytical approach to assessing costs and 
needs and developing alternatives to present to the 
Secretary of Defense. They would develop multiyear 
programs through the Five-Year Defense Plans. In their 
view, an analytical, largely civilian staff would be free of the 
i nfl uence of mi I itary parochi al i sm and thus be i ndependent 
both intellectually and careerwise.^^ 

Prior to PPB, under performance budgeting approaches, 
budgets and military strategy were not related. McNamara 
set out to fix the problems of the existing system, which to 
that point had simply set DoD ceilings for each of the armed 
services.^^ PPB was designed to reverse the traditional 
informational and decision flows within DoD. In the past, 
estimates were sent upward in the organization to gain 
approval in light of existing resources. By contrast, as Allen 
Schick has observed, PPB established a "top policy" 
approach in which the "critical decisional process— that of 
deciding on purposes and plans— has a downward and 
disaggregativeflow."^'^ Schick also correctly predicted that 
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this would in turn require the centralization of policy 
making, and subsequent DoD reforms did aim to centralize 
key budgeting and planning functions. 

DoD operations research analysts Alain Enthoven and 
Wayne Smith have provided an insiders' history of the 
McNamara PPB reforms. In their book How Much Is 
Enough?, Enthoven and Smith chronicle the roles that they 
played in support of McNamara's efforts to shape the 
defense program in a centralized, top down fashion. The 
authors proposed that their systems analysis organization, 
worki ng di rectly for theSecretary of Defense, woul d provi de 
the analytical staff that would make the relevant data 
availablefor making major program and spending decisions 
within DoD.^^ Enthoven and Smith's focus was on 
developing a sophisticated approach to budgetary 
integration that went well beyond the simple control or 
bookkeeping function. I n the Whiz Kids' view, the process 
would optimize the national interest and minimize the 
tradition of service budget compromises. To their credit, 
their vision for linking planning, programming, and 
budgeting is still in effect today within the Defense 
Department. 

Enthoven and Smith also write about the myriad 
problems that the McNamara team faced, and the many 
mistakes that they made, starting in 1961.^^ In summary, 
they argue that: There was no centralized leadership over 
the services; no centralized planning; no coordination of 
research and development programs; no quantitative data 
analysis; no analysis staff in DoD; and no adequate cost 
accounting standards. 

The Failings of PPB. 

It is significant to point out that President Lyndon 
J ohnson's attempt to extend the PPB system in all federal 
agencies failed. Hal Rainey notes that J ohnson's efforts 
failed to meet the conditions for successful organizational 
change. That is, the initiative lacked "sustained support 
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from higher levels, participative planning, and flexible 
implementation."^® Rainey adds that "the reason for the 
failureof PPBS wasnot necessarily that it was a bad idea. It 
was a well-intentioned innovation advocated by many 
experts in public administration."^® 

Schick echoes Rainey's assessment in a 1973 article in 
Public Administration Ro/iew. He takes note of the 1971 
Office of Management and Budget memorandum that led to 
the "Demise of Federal PPB."^^ He writes of the primary 
purpose of PPB to recast the budgetary role in the 
bureaucracy, that is, to transform the budget into an 
instrument for deciding the purposes and programs of 
government. Cost-effectiveness and analysis were to serve 
as change agents. Schick concludes that PPB failed because 
it could not penetrate budget routines. T rying to force the 
DoD system on other government agencies, without 
integrating planningandanalysisatthetopoftheagencies, 
led to failure. 

Schick, Rainey, and Henry Mintzberg, all agree that 
PPB was introduced across the board without adequate 
preparation within the organizations.^^ The implementing 
directives were insensitive to bureaucratic traditions, 
institutional loyalty, and personal relationships. The 
reforms also suffered from inadequate support, leadership, 
and resources. A third problem area was in the realm of 
policy analysis itself. Good analysts and data were in short 
supply. 

Schick also borrows from political scientists Charles 
Lindblom and Aaron Wildavsky to point out deeper 
problems. In their assessment, Lindblom and Wildavsky 
claim that PPB attempted to ride roughshod over American 
political values. They highlight the bargaining- 
incremental, "muddling through," model in American 
public administration.^'*^ In effect, budgets traditionally 
have been instruments of conflict suppression. PPB served 
to escalate conflict. After all, PPB sought to develop 
consistent program objectives, build an understanding of 
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program purposes, terminate low-yield programs, expand a 
range of program alternatives, and unveil the costs and 
benefits of all federal programs. All of these initiatives took 
the comfort level out of the traditional incremental 
approach and fueled the fires of bureaucratic and 
interservice competition. 

Another part of the problem with PPB was in the 
education and background of its pioneers. They were first 
and foremost economi sts and systems analysts. 'They knew 
little about public administration or about the tardiness of 
budgeting for the vast changes they undertook."^^ This lack 
of knowledge of public administration in general, and the 
fields of public management, organization theory and 
development, all help to account for the ham-handed, 
top-down manner by which McNamara's innovations were 
implemented within the bureaucracy. McNamara's 
problems would have been even more serious if he had 
attempted to make changes across the cabinet and diverse 
agencies rather than within DoD.^® 

Another problematic aspect of PPB relates tothe role of 
Congress. 

PPB was conceived almost exclusively from an executive 
perspective, as if Congress does not exist and that all it takes 
to make a budget is to review agency requests within an 
administrative setting. Moreover, PPB was engineered in a 
way that enabled the Bureau of the Budget to bypass 
Congress. The appropriation accounts were not restructured 
nor were significant alterations made in the budget 
submissions toCongress. The special PPB plans and analyses 
were desti ned for executive use and were not i ncorporated i nto 
the flow of data to Congress. 

These problems were further compounded by the executive 
branch's reluctance to show its program analysis to 
Congress because of traditional fears of legislative 
mi croma n agement . 

The struggle between the White House and Congress 
continues today in the Gore reinvention efforts. A recent 
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article highlights the conflict between Gore's executive 
branch "Performance-Based Organization" initiatives and 
Congress's "Government Performance and Results Act of 
1993." The author writes that "The NPR (National 
Performance Review) is an instrument in the larger 
struggle between the Clinton administration and some 
elements in Congress over the role and organization of the 
federal govern ment."^^ 

Comparing Root and McNamara. 

A comparison of the Root and M cNamara reform efforts 
I eads to several i nsi ghts, wh i ch are rel evant tothe post-Col d 
War situation. Rootcalledfor reform within theoverarching 
context of the Progressive Era. In that period, public 
administrators searched for principles of scientific 
management to find ways to improve government 
effectiveness and efficiency. Root remained within the 
mainstream of institutional reformers in the 
Neo-Hamiltonian mold. The German general staff system 
provided the benchmark for comparison. Root's ideas, as 
guided by theemerging public management theory, werefor 
centralization and streamlining under the executive 
branch. J ames Hewes, in From Root to McNamara writes 
that: 

The principal issue in the development of the organization and 
administration of the War Department/Department of the 

Army from 1900to 1963 was executivecontrol Tight control 

had existed . . . within the headquarters of each of a series of 
autonomous bureaus, which largelygoverned themselves under 
the detailed scrutiny of Congress. The question was whether 
tight authority should be imposed on the bureaus at the level of 
the Secretary of War.^® 

The McNamara era was an extension of executive 
control by further centralizing defense management under 
the Secretary of Defense at the expense of the armed 
services. McNamara's guiding theory was not derived from 
public administration, nor was he an experienced 
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government manager like Root. His emphasis on systems 
analysis and economics was derived directly from his 
education in a management school and executive level 
experience in the hierarchical world of the automobile 
industry. McNamara's corporate experience did not prepare 
him adequately for the inside game of Washington politics. 
There is no evidence that he approached Root's ability to 
work through Congress to institute reforms. While Root 
achieved a legislative mandate for his management 
innovations, McNamara's reforms were done internally, 
largely within the executive branch, and often in thefaceof 
a hostile Congress. 

Clearly, during their tenure, McNamara's analysts saw 
Congress as the enemy. Enthoven and Smith, in their 
chapter on "Unfinished Business" call for more balanced 
and informed congressional debate and involvement in 
military issues.^°Their writing is filled with anecdotes 
pointing to an "unholy" alliance between Congress and 
senior military officers. Their discussion does not reflect 
Root's sophisticated political approach. As Secretary of War 
hefaced similar congressional opposition. But Root, unlike 
McNamara, was able to work out a successful legislative 
strategy to neutralize his political and military opponents 
and legitimize his reform effort. Both men wanted to 
achieve similar goals, but Root's understanding of political 
realities caused himto build an alliance with Congress, not 
criticize them openly for their lack of information and 
balance. 

DoD Reform in the Cohen Era: Transformation and 
Reinvention. 

The tendency to regard Congress as the enemy and to 
view government as another form of business organization 
continuestothisday. Duringthel990s, calisfor DoD reform 
rely heavi ly on the latest busi ness practices. The I iterature 
in public management and change includes ideas regarding 
transformation and reinvention. Rainey summarizes the 
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literature and identifies a number of conditionsfor effective 
transformation. These include creating conditions in four 
major areas: (1) need; (2) leadership; (3) participation; and 
(4) implementation.^^ Rainey notes that there must be a 
wi despread bel i ef i n the need for change. Th i s bel i ef must be 
coupl^ with clear, sustained leadership and support from 
top executives. At the same time, there must be broad 
participation throughout the organization in diagnosing 
pr obi ems a n d pi a n n i n g ch a n ge. A I so, t h er e mu st be f I exi bl e, 
incremental implementation with experimentation, 
feedback, and adaptation. All must build on prior success to 
i nstitutional ize change. 

Within the business management community, Kotter is 
viewed as an expert on transformation, leadership, and 
change. In a 1995 article, he lists the foil owing "Eight Steps 
to Transforming Your Organization."^^ 

1. Establishing a Sense of Urgency: Examining 
market and competitive realities. Identifying and 
discussing crises, potential crises, or major opportunities. 

2. Forming a Powerful Guiding Coalition: 

Assembling a group with enough power to lead the change 
effort. E ncouragi ng the group to work together as a team. 

3. Creating a Vision: Creating a vision to help direct 
the change effort. Developing strategies for achieving that 
vision. 

4. Communicating the Vision: Using every vehicle 
possible to communicate the new vision and strategies. 
Teaching new behaviors by the example of the guiding 
coalition. 

5. Empowering Others to Act on the Vision: Getting 
rid of obstacles to change. Changing systems or structures 
that seriously undermine the vision. Encouraging risk 
taking and nontraditional ideas, activities, and actions. 

6. Planning for and Creating Short-Term Wins: 

Planning for visible performance improvements. Creating 
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those improvements. Recognizing and rewarding 
employees involved in the i mprovements. 

7. Consolidating Improvements and Producing 
Still MoreChange: Using increased credibility to change 
systems, structures, and policies that don't fit the vision. 
Hiring, promoting, and developing employees who can 
implement the vision. Reinvigorating the process with new 
projects, themes, and change agents. 

8. Institutionalizing New Approaches: Articulating 
the connections between the new behaviors and corporate 
success. Developing the means to ensure leadership 
development and success. 

Public management reforms regarding transformation 
arelinkedtotheliteratureon reinvention. 'The Gore Report 
on Reinventing Government" is in step with the 1990s 
notions of organizational change and reform. The document 
isfilled with references to fostering "historic change— in the 
way government works. The NPR includes a list of 
principles for reform:^'^ 

We will invent a government that puts peoplefirst, by: 

• Cutting unnecessary spending 

• Serving its customers 

• E mpowering its employees 

• Helping communities solve their own problems 

• F oster i ng excel I ence 

Here's how. We will: 

• C reate a cl ear sense of mi ssi on 

• Steer more, row less 

• Delegate authority and responsibility 
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• Replace regulation with incentives 

• Develop budgets based on outcomes 

• E xpose federal operati ons to competiti on 

• Search for market, not administrative, solutions 

• M easure our success by customer satisfaction 

The NPR is thus filled with management concepts 
similar to those in the reinvention and transformation 
I iterature. I n keepi ng with the pri nd pies of transformati on, 
the NPR includes the stages of agenda setting and 
implementation. Agenda setting occurred during Gore's 
initial 6-month review of the federal government, citing his 
leadership in an effort that included teams of federal 
employees.^^ Specific reform programs, "success stories," 
are highlighted throughout the report. 

TheNPR has itsshareof critics in thewritings of public 
administration scholars and others.^® In its defense, the 
report points out that it is aimed at improving how 
government works, and not what it does.^^ So it is open to 
thechargethat it isprimarilyconcerned with improvingthe 
effectiveness and efficiencies of government. It can also be 
criticized for focusing on cutback management. In fact. 
Chapter 4 is entitled "Cutting Back to Basics" and cal Is for 
cutting programs, eliminating duplication, collecting more, 
and reengineering to cut costs. However, that represents 
only part of the total package. To evaluate the NPR in light 
ofthetransformation literature, we can compare how Gore's 
proposals fit within Rainey's condition and Kotter's 
transformation model. 

The NPR's opening paragraph makes a case for the 
widespread belief in the need for change: 

Public confidence in the federal government has never been 

lower. The average American believes we waste 48 cents of 

everytaxdollar. Five of every sixwant "fundamental change"in 



112 




Washington. Only 20 percent of Americans trust the federal 
government to do the right thing most of thetime— down from 
76 percent 30 years ago.^® 

Throughout the i ntroductory chapter the report estabi i shes 
the widespread perception of the need for government 
change. It cites polls of the American people, and criticism 
from federal workers, state and local politicians and 
administrators, and Congress. The fact that the Vice 
President has his name on the report and the President is 
quoted throughout lends credibility to Rainey's second 
condition, that is, that clear and sustained leadership of the 
government's top executives is fundamental. The final 
condition, of flexible and incremental implementation, is 
also validated. The Preface of the NPR calls for creating 
Reinvention Teams and Laboratories, which serve to 
institutionalize new approaches.^^ 

The rhetoric inthereport is meant to signal a clear sense 
of urgency. The report notes that the 

movement to rei nvent government . . . is driven ... by absol ute 
necessity Government is broken, and it istimetofixit.''° 

Gore repeatedly cites the impatience of taxpayers as a 
rationale for making reinvention urgent. The report also 
addressestheimportanceof a guidingcoalition. It mentions 
the broad support for bureaucratic reform in Congress and 
all levels of government. The NPR vision includes 
developing a government that works better and costs less 
through revolutionary change.Thisiscaptured in President 
C I i nton's citati on i n the I ntroducti on : 

Our goal is to make the entire federal government both less 
expensive and more efficient, and to changethe culture of our 
national bureaucracy away from complacency and 
entitlement toward i nitiativeand empowerment. Wei ntend to 
redesign, to reinvent, and to reinvigorate the entire national 
government.''^ 
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This goal has been reinforced through the Vice President's 
personal commitment and travel to build support for 
reinventing government. Another key transformation 
principle is empowerment, which is covered in two 
dimensions. First, Chapter 3 of the report emphasizes 
empowering federal employees to get results through 
decentralizing the bureaucracy, developing an 
entrepreneurial spirit, and cutting "red-tape." A second 
dimension calls for empowering state and local 
governments.'^^ 

To illustrate the idea of creating short-term wins, the 
NPR cites several examples. These include one success 
story from the DoD: 

The military: the most conservative, hierarchical and 
traditional branch of thegovernment and the bureaucracy least 
likely to behave like a cutting-edge private company, right? 
Wrong. Oneof Washington's most promising reinvention stories 
comes from the Air Combat Command.'*^ 

The report also conforms to the transformation model in 
seeking instruments that can consolidate improvements. It 
notes the significance of the Government Performance and 
Results Act of 1993 and highlights its requirement for 
agencies' 5-year strategic plans and performance 
budget! ng.'^'^ Performance budgeting is being extended 
throughout federal agencies. Thus, through legislation, and 
its efforts to bu i I d su pport wi th i n the cabi net, the N P R seeks 
to institutionalize the reinvent! on initiatives. The strategic 
plansand proddingoftheOfficeof Management and Budget 
(0MB) all contributeto a long-term process in keeping with 
transformation principles. The NPR notes that 
transforming major corporations can take 6 to 8 years, and 
it is reasonable to expect that the federal government will 
take longer.'^^ 

Appendix A of the NPR lists more specific "major 
recommendations, by agency."'^^ For DoD, it lists two 
significant areas and 12 others for improvements. The two 
areas of significance include early Clinton Administration 
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strategy and force structure requirements— the Bottom-U p 
Review (BUR)— and acquisition reform. Of the 12 
recommendations, most fall in the category of efficiency and 
effectiveness enhancements, such as more privatization, 
productivity enhancements, incentives, organizational 
restructuring, etc. It is interesting to note that nine of the 
fourteen items are listed as "cbe" (cannot be estimated due 
to data limitation or uncertainties about implementation 
ti me I i nes) for changes i n spend! ng and recei pts.'^^ 

There is little to note regarding significant changes to 
the basic PPBS processes of the McNamara era. The BUR 
set themilitary force structurein 1993 with its requirement 
for conducting two major theater wars modeled after the 
Persian Gulf War scenario. This has remained relatively 
unchanged duringtheClinton Administration. Acquisition 
reform remains a perennial reform issue for DoD, with 
continual calls for eliminating $600 toilet seats, bolts, 
hammers, etc, as well as reducing the perceived waste, 
fraud, and abuse of defense contractors and pork-barrel 
politics. 

All in all, the 1993 NPR does follow the principles of 
transformational management when it discusses change in 
the management practices of the federal government. 
However, when it comes to the specifics of the Defense 
Department program, the Gore Report called for relatively 
I itti e new i n transform! ng DoD i n terms of the key aspects of 
planning, programming, budgeting, or execution. The NPR 
was not the final word for 1990s DoD reform, however. 

Defense Reform Initiatives. 

William S. Cohen, the Secretary of Defense for the 
second Clinton Administration has made reinvent! on one of 
his major areas of emphasis. Both his November 1997 
"Defense Reform I nitiati ve"and the 1998 "Annual Report to 
the President and Congress" returned to the idea of 
reforming defense management. For the federal 
govern ment i n the C 1 1 nton Admi ni strati on, the Gore Report 
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set the agenda, and Cohen signed on to the reinvention 
concept. In Cohen's opening paragraph in the Defense 
Reform I nitiati ve he writes: 

Having inherited the defense structure that won theCoid War 
and Desert Storm, the Ci inton Administration intends to ieave 
as its iegacy a defense strategy, a miiitary, and a Defense 
Department that have been transformed to meet the new 
chaiienges of a new century.'^® 

I n thesame vein, the final section of the introduction is 
titled 'Transforming Our Military.'"^® This section stresses 
using advanced information and other new technologies to 
transform warfighting and develop new ways of organizing 
and employi ng mi I itary forces. T o carry out the new defense 
strategy and operational concepts, Cohen calls for 
"fundamental reform in how the Defense Department 
conducts business. DoD has jumped on the 
transformation bandwagon and the Secretary's 
introduction isfilled with ideas similar to K otter and Gore. 
Cohen usesthemetaphor of DoD going on a diet. I n his view, 
DoD put on "excess pounds, built up during the long winter 
of the Cold War."^^ He suggests that: "Losing weight 
successfully requires not a one-time diet, but a permanent 
change in lifestyle." 

The final section of this chapter will look in more depth 
at what the permanent lifestyle change entails. Clearly, 
Cohen stresses the theme of more business-like public 
management. Again, his introduction highlightsthispoint: 

DoD has labored under support systems and business practices 
that are at least a generation out of step with modern corporate 
Ameria. DoD support systems and practices that were once 
state-of-the-art are now antiquated compared with the systems 
and practices in place in the corporate world, while other 
systems were developed in their own defense-unique culture 
and have never corresponded with the best busi ness practices of 
the private sector. This cannot and will not continue. This 
Defense Reform Initiative reflects the insights of numerous 
business leaders who have restructured and downsized their 
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corporations and not only survived but thrived in a rapidly 
changing marketplace. 

Taken within the context of the innovation and 
transformation literature, theCohen initiatives arefocused 
narrowly. Mostly the reforms center on what are called in 
Chapter 1: Best Business Practices. Chapter 1 calls for a 
"Revolution in the Business Affairs of the Department of 
Defense [which] includes adopting and adapting the best 
business practices of the private sector to the business of 
defense.'^ Included in Best Business Practices are paper 
free I ogi sti cs and acqui si ti on systems; usi ng purchase cards; 
electronic catalogues; reengineering the systems used for 
shipping household goods; etc. These electronic, Internet, 
and paper free practices for administration, finance, and 
logistics no doubt make sense in the information age.These 
proposals seem worthwhile for improving how DoD does its 
support business. They are not geared to transforming the 
nature of what DoD does with respect to either roles and 
missions or strategy, force structure or budgetary 
requirements. 

The same is true of Chapter 2: Changing the 
Organization. Again, there is no attempt to address or 
reform what DoD does. Instead the chapter focuses on 
organizational changes that fall squarely into the category 
of cutback management. While some of these reforms may 
be overdue for trimming the aforementioned Cold War fat, 
there is no accompanying analysis linking organizational 
cuts to changes in DoD functions, roles or missions. The 
chapter generally points out 

three central principles guiding the changes: Department 
headquarters should be flexible enough to deal with future 
chal lenges;theOffice of theSecretary of Defense (OSD) should 
focus on corporate-level tasks; and operational management 
tasks should be pushed to the lowest appropriate level. As a 
result, all headquarters structures should be thinned, 
flattened, and streamlined. . . 
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The highlights of the reorganization stress the level of cuts 
expected: 

• OSD reduced 33 percent from FY 1996 over the next 
18 months; 

• Defense Agencies personnel reduced 21 percent over 
five years; 

• Personnel in DoD Field Activities reduced 36 percent 
over 2 years; 

• J oi nt Staff personnel reduced 29 percent by F Y 2003; 

• All other headquarters reduced 10 percent by FY 
2003; 

• Headquarters of Combatant Commands reduced 7 
percent by FY 2003; 

• Reduce Presidentially Appointed, Senate-confirmed 
OSD positions by 9 percent; 

• Eliminate the entire category of Defense Support 
Activities; 

• Reduce number of non-intelligence Defense Agencies 
by 8 percent; 

• Reduce the number of DoD Field Activities by 22 
percent. 

Overall, these cuts are expected to result in a total 33 
percent reduction in OSD personnel. As opposed to the 
transformational notion of flexible, incremental 
i mplementation, Cohen has opted to "jump-start the reform 
process."^^ This is to be aided by a set of principles, an 
agenda of organizational changes in a series of initiatives. 
The gui di ng ph i I osophy i s that DoD wi 1 1 be posit! oned toface 
future challenges by empowering subordinate activities, 
weeding out redundancy, and strengthening OSD to 
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prepare for the longer-term for strategy, program, and 
financial planning. 

Another transformation principle addressed in the 
report is that of institutionalizing the new approach. Cohen 
proposes a Defense Management Council (hereafter, DMC) 
at the undersecretary (vice chiefs of service staff) level 
The DMC will workfor the Deputy Secretary of Defense and 
be responsible for reform initiation, implementation, and 
oversi ght. The DM C i s thus expected to promote i ntegrati on 
and general savings and improve performance throughout 
DoD in the years ahead. Yet the DMC remains at the top of 
the centralized DoD pyramid. There are no proposals for 
decentralization, or involving all layers of the organization, 
as the New Public Management favors. 

The report also targets the J oint Chiefs of Staff 
(hereafter, J CS) organization. Under the 1986 
Goldwater-NicholsActtheposition oftheChairman and the 
J CS staff were strengthened at the expense of the 
individual armed services. Whileapplaudingthesoundness 
of the legislation, the J CS and the subordinate regional 
Combatant Commands are also marked for reductions.^^ 

Another business-like practice Cohen highlights is 
privatization or contracting out. Chapter 3 focuses on 
"Streamlining Through Competition." Here he proposes 
relying on the "competitive powers of the marketplace to 
hel p us become more eff i ci ent . Th e I n i t i at i ve emph asi zes 
its roots in 0MB Circular A-76 from the Eisenhower 
Administration. The circular, proposed in 1955, published 
in 1966, updated in 1979 and 1983, and revised in 1996 sets 
the rules for public-private competitions. Cohen cites A-76 
cost comparisons from 1978-1994, which resulted in more 
that 2,000 competitions, with an average annual savings of 
$1,478 million, and a 31 percent savings overall.^^ The 
potential of future cost savings sets an example for the 
positive possibilities of these competitions and reinforces 
the transformation notion for "creati ng" short-term wins. 
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A final initiative in Cohen's report calls for two 
additional rounds of Base Realignment and Closings 
(BRAC). Chapter 4 points to "Eliminating Unneeded 
Infrastructure" and compares the relative drawdown of the 
defense budget (-40 percent), military personnel (-36 
percent), and domestic base structure (-21 percent). Cohen 
cal Is for two additional rounds of BRAC in 2001 and 2005 to 
correct this imbalance.^ In fact, in Bill S.1814, "Defense 
Reform Act of 1998," the Senate has written one section 
regarding "Congressional Disapproval" of base closures or 
realignment (without meeting several onerous 
conditions). The politics of defense reform, while an 
executive branch initiative, must include congressional 
backing and account for conditions ofdivided government as 
well as traditional, executive-legislative branch tensions. 

The 1998 Secretary of Defense's "Annual Report to the 
President and the Congress" echoes the Defense Reform 
Initiative's calls for reform. It includes four major 
pri nd pi es: reengi neer, consol i date, compete, and el i mi nate. 
In a section titled. Strategic Planning: DoD, the Report 
notes six critical corporate-level goals consistent with the 
Government Performance and Results Act:“ 

• Goal 1. Shapethe international environment through 
DoD engagement programs and activities. 

• Goal 2. Shape the international environment and 
respond to the full spectrum of crises by providing 
appropriately sized, positioned, and mobileforces. 

• Goal 3. Prepare now for an uncertain future by 
pursuing a focused modernization effort that 
maintains U.S. qualitative superiority in key 
warfighting capabilities. 

• Goal 4. Prepare now for an uncertain future by 
exploiting the Revolution in Military Affairs to 
transform U .S. forces for the future. 
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• Goal 5. Maintain highly ready joint forces to perform 
the full spectrum of military activities. 

• Goal 6. Fundamentally reengineer the Department 
and achieve a 21st century i nfrastructure by reduci ng 
costs while maintaining required military 
capabilities across all DoD mission areas. 

A skeptic might say that in addition to a Defense 
Department that is reengineered to work better and cost 
less, the report urges the organization to do more. 
Simultaneously, the Department is expected to maintain 
current capabilities, while shaping the international 
environment and preparing for the uncertain future. 
Whether it can perform those diverse tasks as well as 
reform its management structure remains an open 
question. 

Conclusions: Kotter's Cautions and Advice on 
Leadi ng Transformations. 

Kotter's research provides several lessons on why many 
ofthemorethan 100 transformation efforts failed. His most 
general lesson is that the change process goes through a 
series of phases and takes a considerable period of time. He 
cautions against skipping steps. A second general lesson is 
that a critical error can have a devastating impact. One 
could argue that Cohen's initiatives to "jump start" 
transformation may signal a lack of patience for the long 
haul. The much criticized Clinton Administration's 
amendment to the earlier BRAC legislation, to maintain 
existing depots in theelectorially important states of Texas 
and California, may represent critical errors.®^ Kotter cites 
eight major errors that can cause transformation to 
fail.^'^Ongoing DoD reform shows evidence of each, but 
long-term cures may be possible for the future health of 
DoD. 
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Error #1: Not Establishing a Great Enough Sense of 
Urgency. 

A ccord i n g to K otter, t h i s step i s essent i a I to mot i vate the 
organization to change. It requires a "hard look" at the 
organization's competitive situation, market position, 
technological trends and financial performance. In 1997, 
the Congress called on DoD to conduct a Quadrennial 
Defense Review (QDR) with a follow-on "outside" review by 
an expert National Defense Panel (NDP). 

The error: the QDR focused on reinforcing the cal I for a 
Revolution in Business Practices. Otherwise, in terms of 
force structure, missions, budgets, and weapons 
acquisitions it remained well within the parameters of the 
status quo. In relative terms the NDP report, titled 
'Transforming Defense," is more change-oriented and 
transformational. The NDP criticized DoD for maintaining 
the strategi c requ i rement for conducti ng two maj or regi onal 
contingencies.^^ The panel proposed shifting resources into 
experimentation, research, and development of new 
technologies. It also called for developing new operational 
concepts, relooking missions (especially peacekeeping and 
humanitarian operations), and canceling major weapons 
system acquisition plans. In keeping with the earlier 
discussion on the problems of PPBS, the panel also 
recommended that DoD "rethink the Planning, 
Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS) to make it 
less burdensome and more receptive to innovation and 
change."®® 

DoD's conservative approach on current strategy, force 
structure, and weapons requirements may not estabi ish the 
needed sense of urgency. At the same time the pointed cuts 
i n t h e D ef en se or ga n i zat i on s w i 1 1 a I so h u rt t h e mot i vat i on t o 
transform. Setti ng futu re goal s to the year 2003 for sizeabi e 
personnel and organizational cuts gives the appearance of 
cutback management as opposed to transformation. 
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A cure: Kotter recommends hiring and promoting "reai" 
ieaders into senior-ievei jobs. Certainiy it wiii require 
exceptionai executive ieadershiptomanagetransformation 
and day-to-day work simuitaneousiy. Naturaiiy a high 
priority for the Secretary of Defense wiii be to hire both 
senior civiiian and miiitary ieaders who are 
ambi dextrous— who wiii heip guide a iong-term 
transformation, whiie managing short-term operationai 
and administrative responsibiiities. 

Error 4Q: Not Creating a Powerful Enough Guiding 
Coalition. 

Kotter notes that an effective guiding team must have 
strong iine ieadership. That is why the Secretary himseif 
must spearhead the reform movement. The iesson is that 
the Secretary must be directiy invoived in ieading the 
reform movement internaiiy, aiong with the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, the Defense Management Counci i, 
and other key stakehoiders. Externai coaiitionswiii be most 
i mportant. The Secretary shou id seek to maintain keyaiiies 
in the White House, whiie buiiding bridges to Congress. 

A cure: the Secretary shouid iooktothe Progressive Era, 
Root Reforms for a modei of congress! onai reiations, and 
avoid McNamara's soie reiiance on presidentiai support. 
Given the current pubiic iack of interest in defense issues, 
the Secretary wiii be forced to work inside the Washington 
beitway to buiid a powerfui coaiition inside the Pentagon, 
the White House, and Congress. DoD reports shouid 
continue to show how initiatives are in synch with the 
Government Performance and Resuits Act. 

Error 4B: Lacking a Vision. 

The DoD vision must avoid becoming shop-worn and 
maintain a dear direction for reform, if the Secretary 
continues a conservative approach, then the reform efforts 
couid get iost in themyriad of daiiydetai is in the conduct of 
the business of defense. 
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A cure: the vision should be refreshed periodically 
through high-level meetings of civilian and military defense 
officials. Periodic updates of the vision will help to keep 
transformation on the agenda. The N DP's more aggressive 
proposals for transforming defense in a context wider than 
the QDR should be evaluated. More forward looking 
changes regarding transformation and experimentation 
will help sustain the momentum for reform. 

Error #4: Undercommunicating the Vision by a 
Factor of Ten. 

Kotter writes "Without credible communication, and a 
lot of it, the hearts and minds of the troops are never 
captured."^^ As noted in the previous section, periodically 
updatingthe vision, through a process that includes many 
members of the organization, at all levels, can help the 
communication process. Kotter notes also that this is 
"parti cularly chal I engingiftheshort-term sacrifices include 
job losses."^^ 

A cure: to help Kotter suggests including new growth 
possibilities and fair treatment during downsizing. Given 
trends towards globalization, new threats, and new 
technologies there should be many ways to refocus, if not 
grow portions of the defense organization. Providing 
incentives to shift agency assets and individuals into new 
security areas should help to reinforce the transformation 
vision. To emphasize fair treatment during organizational 
and personnel downsizing, resources will have to be 
allocated to provide education, transition, and severance 
packages to i ndi vi dual s forced to I eave govern ment servi ce. 

Error 4 ^: Not Removing Obstacles to the New 
Vision. 

Removing obstacles to transformation in DoD, such as 
bureaucratic inertia, service parochialism, and 
conservative culture is sure to be a significant problem. 
Rainey notesthat one of the benefits of Gore's N PR is that it 
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"revealed many of the obstacles to reform."®^ I n the case of 
DoD these obstacles will be further complicated due to the 
anxieties future downsizing will create. 

A cure: Kotter suggests examining the organizational 
structure itself, along with the personnel selection 
compensation and appraisal systems. No doubt it will 
require a holistic evaluation of the total management 
system to remove obstacles. The Defense Management 
Council's charter gives it oversight responsibilities. The 
Secretary should havethem directly address the problem of 
"obstacles" by analyzing potential threats totransformati on 
and developing solutions to overcome them. Given the 
assumptions and planning for downsizing, traditional 
interservice rivalries, and organizational complexity, it is 
safe to assume that managing obstacles to transformation 
should be a full-time concern of the DM C. 

Error 4i6\ Not Systematically Planning for and 
Creating Short-Term Wins. 

K otter ca 1 1 s for act i vel y cr eat i n g sh ort-ter mwinswithin 
12 to 24 months. Gore's innovation awards program 
(Hammer Awards) represents one method for doing this. 
Ot h er vi si bl e sy mbol s a n d i n cent i ves sh ou I d be created . T h e 
SenateArmed Services Committee has used legislation and 
oversight to redirect one of the Combatant Commands to 
spearhead joint service experimentation.^” These 
congressional initiatives arein keeping with thestated DoD 
goa I s a n d t h e N D P 's ca 1 1 f or "A T r a n sfor mat i on St r ategy . 

A cu re: The Secretary shou I d fi nd ways to emphasi ze h i s 
support of these congressional initiatives and incentives. 
Supporting transformation will also help to build the 
coalition on Capitol Hill and among those influential 
members of the defense community that are encouraging 
experimentation with new technologies, organizational 
structures, and weapons systems. For instance, the 
Secretary can help insure that the new experimentation 
rolesand missions arefullysupported. Hecan set personnel 
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policies to insure that the best and brightest of each of the 
military services are selected to serve in the 
experimentation headquarters. He can create positions for 
senior executi ve servi ce members to go di rectly from DoD to 
the Command to maintain his personal influence. He can 
insistthattheleadersoftheorganization betaken careof by 
their services, with key follow-on assignments and 
promotions. Through personnel and budgetary incentives, 
along with active personal involvement, the Secretary of 
Defense can create a success in one key area of 
transformation. 

Error #7: Declaring Victory Too Soon. 

Kotter researched transformation efforts over 
seven-year periods.^^ He noted that the amount of change 
peaked at around five years, or 36 months after the first set 
of visible wins. Thus, he encourages leaders to use 
short-term wins to tackle larger problems. 

A cure: In DoD for example, creating the successes in the 
experimentation command could be used in the manner 
Kotter suggests. Conducted correctly, the experiments 
should lead to proposals for systemic and structural 
changes in military force structures and equipment 
requirements. Implementing those changes may require 
major changes to the services in terms of resources, 
organizations, personnel, equipment and doctrine. 
Potentially, these will require subsequent changes to the 
services priorities regarding budgets, force structures, 
trai ni ng, and weapons systems acqui siti ons. Si mply setti ng 
up the experimentation command, without preparing for 
the major battles ahead will be shortsighted. The DoD 
leadership will have to link experimentation to 
implementation and move the goal posts well beyond 
complying with the expected legislative initiatives. 
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Error 4f8: Not Anchoring Changes in the 
Corporation's Culture. 

Kotter points to two factors that are particularly 
important in "institutionalizing change in corporate 
culture" or seeping change into the "bloodstream of the 
corporate body."^^ The first factor is actually showing the 
improved performance resulting from new approaches, 
behaviors, and attitudes. The second factor is making sure 
that thenext generation of top management personifies the 
new approach. Again, it is important to recall the 
importance of the leadership of Elihu Root during the 
earlier reform period. Whilehehad enemi es within theWar 
Department and Congress, he was able to work skillfully 
and patiently to implement the needed reforms. 

A cure: PerhapsthewisestadvicetotheSecretary would 
be to study Root's example. The lessons are there for 
hi ghi ighti ng necessary executive I eadershi p ski 1 1 s to reform 
those areas of DoD management that aresuited toscientific 
and business-like practices. At the same time, to avoid 
obstacles to past transformation attempts, the politics of 
recruiting and sustainingaviablecoalition for change must 
include building strong civil-military relations among 
political, military, and agency leaders. 

Anchoring thetransformation initiatives in thecultures 
of the Department of Defense, as well as the services, will 
require as much executive leadership as will finding the 
right organizational structures and processes. The 
Secretary of Defense should look closely at the National 
DefensePanel recommendations for broadeningthescopeof 
initiatives, to include reforming the PPBS process. The 
historicconditions, in part shaped by Gore's N PR, as well as 
changes in the international security environment, seem 
right for reform. If DoD truly intends to be entrepreneurial 
in its approach to public management, then the Secretary 
will have to employ a full rangeof individual skillstobuilda 
political coalition that will transform the Department of 
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Defense on a scale that rivals the lasting reforms of Elihu 
Root. 
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CHAPTER 6 



TIME FOR A REVOLUTION: 

THE TRANSITION FROM NATIONAL 
DEFENSE 

TO INTERNATIONAL SECURITY 



Grant T. Hammond 



Introduction: On Evolution and Revolution. 

Though there are many definitions of the terms, The 
Oxford English Dictionary in one of its entries defines 
evolution as "the process of evolving, developing or working 
out in detail what is implicitly or potentially contained in an 
idea or principle." It defines revolution, the way it is used 
here, as "an instance of great change or alteration in affairs 
or in some particular thing."^ This chapter contends that 
mere evol u t i on wi 1 1 n o I on ger suff i ce i n t h e or ga n i zat i on a n d 
process of providing for the common defense. Revolution is 
required. 

This istruefor several reasons. 

1. There was less guidance and structural imperative in 
the U.S. Constitution for dealing with foreign and defense 
policy than with most other tasks of government. 

2. The transformations that have occurred domestically 
and internationally have presented us with a 
fundamentally different strategic, political, economic, and 
technological environment. 

3. The role that the United States plays in the world 
today is vastly different from that presumed to be the case 
by the founders of the Republic or by the developers of the 
post World War II U .S. security apparatus. 
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4. That security system is so fundamentally flawed that 
the U nited States can no longer afford patchwork fixes and 
must radically transform it in order to meet its obligations 
at home and abroad. 

5. What the United States does cannot be radically 
transformed without serious reconsideration of why it does 
it, and without fundamental reorganization of the 
structures which thegovernment relies upon to provide for 
the common defense. 

6. What is now required is a realization that, by default 
more than design, the task of providing for the common 
defense has been redefined. The task is no longer one of 
providing for national defense but rather a larger and far 
more complex task of providing for and sustaining 
international security. 

Doing so requires not evolution, but revolution. The 
longer the U nited States waits, the more difficult thetasks 
will become and the less likely its success. Not making 
major transformations invites not only national defeat of 
U.S. policies, however well intent! oned, but also a 
fundamental disruption of the international system. 

The reason why these content! onsaretrue are presented 
below. Declaring itself "the world's last remaining 
superpower" and repeating the phrase in hopes that it can 
prolong the supposed circumstance that it implies is an 
insufficient policy prescription for the future. The 
i nescapabi e real ity of these contentions is that the pol it! cs of 
bureaucratic process, partisan politics and intra-service 
rivalries must somehow betranscended if the U nited States 
is to do what needs to be done. It is not just a matter of 
mi I itary forcestructureand capabi I it! es at the moment. 1 1 is 
much more a matter of strategic thinking and 
reorganization, in order to provide for thecommon defense 
that is, or should be, under review. It has been over a decade 
since the end of the Cold War and the end of the Gulf War. 
The U nited States is sti 1 1 unsure of its role and its strategy. 
This chapter argues that we need a revolution in national 
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security affairs, describes what such a revolution would 
entail, and then sketches in broad strokes what the 
post-revolutionary regime might look like. It is purposely 
broad and provocative, in order to stimulate discussion on 
the issues involved. It calisfor creative adaptation to both a 
world and a domestic political context that, in many ways, 
have already passed us by. 

The Environment— International. 

This is not our forefathers' world. Instead of a world 
dominated by several great Empires (British, French, 
Austro-Hungarian, Russian, Ottoman, Dutch, and 
Span! sh), wenow contend with a worl d that has roughly 200 
states and is globally interconnected. What is more, there 
are approximately 800 international governmental 
organizations (IGOs), which were virtually nonexistent in 
the 18th century. In addition, there are nearly ten times 
that number— nearly 8,000— i nternational non- 
governmental organizations (INGOs).^ Whereas 
isolationism in the strict sense was at least possible in the 
18th century, wenowlivein a world wheresuch astrategy is 
virtually impossible— politically, economically, and even 
culturally. The center of power in the 18th century was 
unquestionably European. It is now located in North 
America and, in many ways (population size, markets, 
financial growth, and trade) in the Asia-Pacific region. 

The international system has changed not only in size 
and nature. It has also changed in morefundamental ways. 
Increasingly, traditional conventional war is no longer a 
paying proposition— even for the victor.^ Asa result, while 
still of great importance, political and military capabilities 
are not as all consuming as they once were. I nstead, what 
might be called "technomic vitality," the pace of 
technological advances and economic health, determines 
the pecking order in world affairs.'^ 

The basic characteristics of the United States and its 
relations with the rest of the world have also changed 
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considerably. At the end of the 18th century, the United 
States wasa nation of newly independent colonies with few 
major international commitments. It now finds itself in a 
world with defense obligations to 47 countries and 
personnel of the U.S. armed forces deployed to 144 
countries.^ It has millions of our citizens who regularly 
travel abroad and millions more who live and work abroad. 
The Department of State estimates that there are over 3 
million Americans living abroad— working for American 
companies, foreign-owned subsidiaries or foreign 
businesses, studying abroad or retired abroad.® This was 
unimaginable in 1787 and relatively rare even in 1947. 

American economic ties are considerable, and not just in 
terms of resources and markets for American business. 
Something on the order of 1 in 6 Americans depends on 
exports for his or her job. Foreign capital— in excess of $10 
billion a month— is absolutely essential; to finance the 
national debt, to fuel the stock market, and to keep 
businesses expanding.^ As seen recently in Russia, East 
Asia, and Latin America, the condition of foreign markets 
and financial circumstances have an impact on U.S. 
financial well beingaswell. Furthermore, as the dissolution 
of Yugoslavia, and events in Rwanda, Haiti, and Somalia 
have revealed, there is a definite correlation between 
economic well being, the maintenance of civil law and order, 
and ethnic and factional hostilities. The United States may 
indeed be the most powerful nation on earth. But this does 
not mean that it is not vulnerable, and even fragile, under 
certain circumstances. 

There are perils in being the last remaining superpower 
that the United States has not fully confronted. Most 
important among these is the decision on just what the 
American purpose in the world should be. Without some 
sense of purpose it is difficult to know what to do or how to 
proceed. The Commission on Rolesand Missions(CORM)of 
DoD was greatly hampered in many ways, not the least of 
which wasthelack of a clear national consensus or directive 
on just where the United States was headed and why. 
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Deciding how best to go about getting there is a secondary 
consideration. 

This is not a novel problem for the republic. The United 
States has never decided which dimension of its split 
personality is to be paramount in its relations with the 
world. On the one hand, for much of its hi story it has sought 
to be aloof and isolationist, preferringtobethe "shining city 
on a hi 11"^ of Reagan rhetoric, for others to emulate. Serving 
as a passive example whileshunningthe messy business of 
actually making the world a better place has had great 
appeal. On the other hand, more recently, theUnited States 
has given way to a renewed fit of Wilsonian 
i nterventi oni sm. Ameri ca now i s apparenti y more wi 1 1 i ng, if 
not exactly ready or able, togo off on crusadestoremakethe 
world in its own image. "Engagement and Enlargement," 
was the first National Security Strategy of the Clinton 
administration. The expansion of choice in all 
aspects— democracy in politics, market economies in 
economics, tolerance in religion, multi-culturalism in 
society— is its mantra, however differentially applied. 

The confusion and moral quandaries which are created 
by this strategy are highlighted by numerous policy 
dilemmas. These include: the tension between the 
administration's concern about human rights abuses and 
its desire to grant most favored nation statusfor China; the 
friction between political, military, and economic 
considerations relating to I ndia and Pakistan and nuclear 
testing by these governments; and the contradictions 
between the Department of State's responsibility for 
certifying countries on drugs and the administration's 
desire for trade and good neighborly relations with Mexico 
and Colombia. In all of these cases, it is less the principles 
than the exceptions that cause difficulties. And what right 
do we have to hold others to "our" standards? The U nited 
States may think this a matter of claiming the moral high 
ground, but others may view our policies as blatant 
discrimination and cultural imperial ism. These are not easy 
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questions to solve when implementing policy. Consistency 
and constancy are both difficult. 

The world in 1947, when the National Security Act was 
passed, was a vastly different place than it is today. The 
National Security establishment that it created was never 
fully implement^. It was born of the experiences of the 
comi ng of war i n the I ate 1930s and the wagi ng of World War 
1 1 . The United States was not yet fully frozen into a Cold 
War with the Soviet U nion. The world's population was a 
little over 2.5 billion, far less than half what it is today. 
Decolonization was in itsearly stages, and colonial empires 
sti 1 1 colored the maps of the world. There were 53 members 
oftheU nited Nations, only about a fourth of what it istoday. 
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) did not 
exist, nor did supersonic aircraft, intercontinental missiles 
or precision guided munitions. Computers were rare, 
"software" was not a word, the internet was non-existent, 
and "hardware" meant a hammer and nails. Global 
interdependenceexistedonly in a negative way— thespread 
of global conflict— and was neither a positive economic nor 
informational reality. 

The biggest problem facing the world in the years 
following World War II was recovery from that global 
disaster— economical ly, politically, socially, and 
psychologically. There were still millions of refugees to be 
repatriated, Britain was sti 1 1 under food rationing, and civil 
war raged in China. The international drug trade was not a 
major problem, nor was illegal immigration. World trade 
and finance were relatively anemic. In the United States, 
segregation was still law. Such ubiquitous features of 
everyday life as cell phones and television, CNN and 
satellites were nonexistent, not to mention genetic 
engineering and space exploration. The United States had 
an atomic monopoly, nearly 50 percent of the planetary 
GrossNational Product (GNP), and a merchant marine.The 
single biggest change in the last 50 years has been the 
relative declineof the lead of the United States in so many 
political, military, social, and economic indicators vis-a-vis 
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the rest of the world. The international arena has changed 
so greatly, quantitatively and qualitatively, that it is 
virtually unrecognizable in many ways. Given that degree 
of change, why shouldn't our national security organization 
also undergo fundamental change as well? 

The Environment— Domestic. 

The Constitution of the United States of America calls 
upon both the executive and legislative branches of 
government to "provide for the common Defense," al beit in 
different ways.^ The "common Defense" was defense of the 
nation and of the noble experiment in "American 
exceptional ism" that had to be preserved and nurtured. 
Granted, the authors of the Constitution never envisioned 
the sort of growth in the defense establishment that has 
occurred since the founding of the republic. Nor could the 
founding fathers have seen that two principles to which 
they were f i r ml y commi tted— r el at i ve i sol at i on i sm i n wor I d 
politics and the absence of a large standing military 
force— would be so thoroughly displaced by what they 
sought to avoid. 

The Constitution has served us extremely well in most 
areas of concern for the state. Where it falls short is in the 
areas of foreign affairs and military preparedness.^” This is 
no fault of the drafters of the document for the world in 
which they lived and the principles that guided their 
thinking have been changed virtually beyond recognition. 
Therearenoother areas wheretheshortfall in guidancehas 
been so great. Thus, there is little in the way of 
Constitutional prescription to govern how we organize to 
provide for thecommon defense or the manner in which we 
pursue that goal. 

Furthermore, providing for the common defense is big 
business and big politics. DoD isthe largest singlefungi ble 
element in the annual budget. It represents, through 
basing, procurement and hiring in both the civilian and 
military sectors, a roughly $300 billion enterprise which 
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affectsevery state and Congressional district in the nation. 
It provides ample opportunity for not only checks and 
balances but vicious intra-govern mental, inter-service and 
partisan rivalries of monumental proportions. The services 
are charged with having to train, organize, and equip. The 
regional commanders-in-chief (CINCs) are the ones who 
deploy and employ military force, but they have relatively 
little say in the budgetary process. The Office of the 
Secretary of Defense and numerous other offices in the 
Pentagon massagetheservicerequests.ThePresident must 
include the defense budget in his annual budget request 
from the executive branch. But it is the members of 
Congress who must decide on funding, priorities, 
amendments, and such. They do so based largely on their 
understanding of the interests of their states and districts 
rather than on the needs of the nation or the international 
community. The opportunities for conflict are legion. 

The era in which the National Security Act of 1947 was 
passed was characterized as one of bi-partisanship in 
foreign and defense policy following World War ll.lt had 
nowhere near the impact on the economy that it now does. 
The pol iti cs of defense have also changed considerably over 
the last five decades. Since 1947, the pendulum of political 
power has swung tothe "Imperial Presidency" of the Nixon 
era, then to what could be characterized as an "Imperial 
Congress" during the Clinton era. Given these shifts, it is 
amazi ng that the defense budget makes as much sense as it 
does. 

That said, there has been no dearth of studies, 
recommendations, reviews, and reform initiatives 
addressing these concerns. The most recent efforts, 
beginning with theGoldwater-Nichols Act, arewell known. 
In the post-Cold War/post-Gulf War era, defense reform 
efforts have become a virtual national pastime for retired 
officers and politicians, members of the defense 
intelligentsia. Congress and the Executive Branch. There 
have been, in rather rapid succession, the Base Force (BF), 
the Bottom Up Review (BUR), CORM, the Quadrennial 
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Defense Review (QDR), the National Defense Panel (NDP) 
and the Commission on National Security for the 21st 
Century as well as several rounds of Base Realignment and 
Closure(BRAC) studies. Curiously, theQDR iscoterminous 
with presidential elections, which magnifies rather than 
mitigates partisan political influence. There is great 
argument about more rounds i n the B RAC process, with the 
military seeking to cut needless infrastructure and 
Congressmen reluctant to have their districts lose federal 
money or jobs. 

The process of assessing the shortfalls of the defense 
establishment, the cal Is for a variety of reforms, the need to 
reorganize the defense department or national security 
organization as a whole have been a long-standing feature 
of the American defense establishment. There have been 
concerns expressed about the lack of truly strategic long 
range planning; the failure of the budgeting, procurement 
and accounting systems; the need for a new command and 
force structures; and the necessity for reorganization of the 
machinery providing for national security and the defense 
industry which su ppl ies it. ^^The Reports and Commissions, 
their titles and chairmen, and the debates they have 
inspired have been continuing features of both executive 
and congressional concern for over 50 years. Some of these 
have been acted upon but most have not. To them must be 
added the scores of journalistic reports, academic books, 
congressional hearings, and efforts at reform which have 
been a steady drum beat in our national I ife.^^ Indeed, there 
have been charges of fraud, waste and abuse, corruption, or 
merely poor organization and institutionalized 
inefficiencies since the country was founded. Nearly all 
have concluded that there are serious flaws in the way in 
which we organize to provide for the common defense. Yet 
relatively little has been done to address the major 
criticisms of these myriad reports, studies, and charges. 
Why? More appropriately, why not? 

The answers, as with most explanations, are at once 
simple and complex. Recently, on the simple side of the 
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ledger, is the historical reality that the United States has 
I i ved for over half a century with a set of compromises i n the 
organization of our national defense establishment that 
were built into the National Security Act of 1947. As Robert 
Art has explained it, the United States "created a defense 
organization that hasa host of organizational inefficiencies 
built into it. Unification of the armed forces was purchased 
at the price of permitting duplication and overlap in 
function."^'^ 

Four characteristics capture the manner in which the United 
States has organized its defense establishment since 1947. 
First, the defense establishment remains a system of half 
measures, fal I i ng somewhere between a truly i ntegrated, highly 
centralized system on the one hand and a loosely coordinated, 
committee-run structure on the other. Second, the 
organizational changes that have been made since 1947 have 
been modest on the military side but radical on the civilian side. 
Third, through the three major reorganizations since 1945 (in 
1947, 1949, and 1958), the services have managed to retain 
considerable autonomy to develop war plans and to allocate 
resources in a manner that each judges best suited to its own 
interests, without due regards for what the other services need 
or are doing, much less what the overall national defense 
requires. Fourth, since the 1958 Defense Reorganization Act, 
when theSecretary of Defense was given considerable powers to 
assert real operating control over the entire defense 
establishment, a fundamental imbalance has persisted between 
the central i zing powers of the Offi ce of the Secretary of Defense 
(OSD)andthecoordinating powers of the Chairman ofthej oint 
Chiefs.^' 

Despite the passage of the Gold water- Nichols Act in 1986 
(after these remarks appeared in print) the same charges 
are largely true today. 

TheGoldwater-Nichols DoD Reorganization Act of 1986 
did have a big impact on the U.S. military. Among other 
things, it made the Chairman of the J oint Chiefs the 
principal military advisor to the President, thus creating a 
competition with theSecretary of Defense. It increased the 
strength of the regional CINCs, but did not give them real 
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power in the budgeting process. It also further emasculated 
theci vi I i an servi cesecretari es. Wh i I ethe mi I i tary conti nues 
to repeat the mantra of jointness, and J -7 writes joint 
doctrine for nearly every task one might be asked to 
perform, the realities are far less than the appearance 
would suggest. A cynic would say Gold water- Nichols is the 
way to guarantee that all the services participate in every 
maj or use of mi I i tary force. A booster wou I d say that wars of 
the future are likely to be both joint and combined and 
jointness is only rational and prudent. Both would be 
correct. Indeed, many of the problems with today's 
American defense establishment are similar to those that 
were identified byj ames Fallows in his 1980 book National 
Defense— a book that was written prior tothe passage of the 
Gol dwater-N i chol s Act. 

The Perils of Being the Last Remaining 
Superpower. 

H owever much we may I i ke the sound of it and however 
soothing it may betobask, albeit temporarily, in theglowof 
being the self-proclaimed last remaining superpower, this 
reality is fraught with difficulties and burdened with some 
rather substantial obligations and responsibilities. Is the 
United States up to the task?] ust how should it go about 
doing it? Some would like it to retain this mantel 
permanently and toactivelypromotea "Pax Americana" for 
the next century, while others think the moment has 
passed. Some would like to make William WohIforth's 
"Unipolar World" a manifest reality of some duration while 
others seek a more limited role for the United States, such 
as that favored by Robert Art and others who see "Selective 
Engagement" as the answer.^® In between are other 
prescriptions for and images of America which range from 
being lonely to being a bully.^^ Some see the United States 
as ready but reluctant. Others see it as not unwilling but 
unabletoexert leadership in theworld.Thereissometruth 
i n most of these vi ews. 
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Regard I ess of one's vi ews on Ameri ca's proper rol e i n the 
world, there is another issue. The test of national security 
used to be the ability and willingness of the nation to act 
uni I ateral ly, to i ncl udethe use of force if deemed necessary, 
in defense of the nation's interests. However, both the 
National Security Strategy of the United States and the 
National M ilitary Strategy assume that when force is used 
by the United States in the future, it will be as part of a 
coalition, either permanent or ad hoc. Americans want 
others to assist them in their international actions. The 
U nited States needs others to permit (via U.N. Resolutions), 
pay for (through NATO burden sharing; Saudi orj apanese 
cash payments), and parti ci pate (regi onal states i n the area 
of intervention, if not the U.N.) in the application of 
American military power abroad. But international action 
by committee is often slow, cumbersome, belated, and 
ineffectual. 

The other options are "selective engagement" based on 
principles and precepts which can be stated in advance and 
generally adhered to in policy execution. However, all this 
takes place in a circumstance where the American public 
may not perceive or care a bout international security. Since 
others will be paying for the investments that the United 
States makes in the world— in physical, financial, and 
human terms— some Ameri cans believe that they need not 
be overly concerned. But, it would be helpful iftherewerea 
consensus on why a specific action is important, and some 
general agreement on how best to go about it. Such a 
consensus would be easier todevelop if it could be guided by 
another "Long Telegram," the equivalent of the "Mr. X" 
article for the current era. The problem is that without an 
all-consuming peer competitor on which tofocus, it is highly 
unlikely that such a document will becreated and accepted. 

There are risks and opportunity costs associated with 
the adoption of any of the proffered strategies for the long 
haul. They need to be debated thoroughly and weighed 
carefully. The opportunity costs revolve around the misuse 
of our current strategic situation. It is a relatively benign 
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period, in terms of threats tothe United States, which gives 
us the time to catch our breath and decide how best to 
contend with the future without having to worry about a 
serious, immediate threat tothe nation. America has the 
luxury of not having to fight a war of necessity and being 
abl e to deci de u pon wars of choi ce. As George B ush observed 
after theGulf War, America finds itself for thethird time in 
a century in a position of being able to help shape the 
security regime for the future. It is an opportunity that 
should not besquanderedandonethat may not occur again, 
at least for sometime. 

On the other hand, it is a situation that is also full of 
danger. In promoting engagement and a philosophy of 
choice, the United States stands, if not guilty by intent, 
closely associated with the charge of cultural imperialism. 
Worse, in the eyes of many, America is the bully on the 
playground of international relations. It can afford neither 
the labels nor the reality if it hopes to have a benign and 
peaceful impact on the world. Yet both its short-term 
rhetoric and its actions seem to get in theway of America's 
long-term goals and preferences. The U nited States stands 
accused in some quarters of seeking world domination, by 
default if not by design. It is seen as the engine responsible 
for the homogenization and Americanization of the globe in 
n ea r I y every aspect ; f r om f i n a n ce t o movi es, food t o r el i gi on , 
clothing to music. 

Americans also suffer from a feeling of perpetual guilt 
regardless of our actions. We feel damned if we do and 
damned ifwedon't intervene.Thenonlogical but compelling 
emotional rationalizations of "if not here, where?" and "if 
not now, when?" are difficult to refute and tug at the 
heartstrings of American sensibilities that abhor famine, 
the slaughter of innocent civilians, genocide, etc. What we 
think of as assistance is usually intended to be short term, 
for humanitarian reasons and well-intentioned on our part. 
The fact that others may see such efforts as part of a "Pox 
Americana" rather than a "Pax Americana," is difficult for 
many Americans to understand. To many in the rest of the 
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world, particularly the Islamic world, it is increasingly a 
matter of 'The West Agai nst the Rest."^^Thefact that thi s is 
not our intention is essentially irrelevant. 

Americans must confront the fact that despite good 
i ntenti ons, there are many probi ems i n the worl d that the 
United States just cannot solve. The current experience in 
Kosovo is a casein point. An air campaign to punish Serbian 
President SI obi dan Milosevicfor ethniccleansing in Kosovo 
is not likely to solve the problem for Albanian refugees 
fleeing the area. In the name of democracy and 
self-determination, principles Americans hold dear, the 
United States and its NATO allies may well be writing the 
requiem for a "new world order" in the wars of succession 
and secession in Yugoslavia. The fact that this is an 
unintended consequence may be of little solace to all 
concerned. 

The System is Broken. 

As defined in J oint Publication 1-02, "national security" 
is 



a collective term encompassing both national defense and 
fore! gn rel at i ons of the U n i ted States. S peel f I cal I y, the condi ti on 
provided by: a) a military or defense advantage over a foreign 
nation or group of nations, or b) a favorable foreign relations 
position, or c) a defense posturecapableof successfully resisting 
hostile or destructive action from within or without, overt or 
covert.^® 

This is a matter for national decision. But increasingly, 
during and particularly after the Cold War, the Unit^ 
States is more concerned about creating a global 
environment in which it can survive and prosper and in 
which the ideals of the American political system can 
flourish. Doing so constitutes an effort to shape not merely 
national security but an international security 
environment. That is both a larger, and more problematic, 
agenda. 
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The scope, scale, and magnitude of the problems 
confronting the United States are much larger than they 
used to be. So, too, is the supposed "system" of government 
that has grown out of all proportion to what was initially 
envisioned in 1947. DoD has 36 separate organizations in 
theOfficeoftheSecretary of Defense. I n addition, it has 17 
Defense agencies, 10 field activities, 10 laboratories, and 9 
unified and combatant commands. DoD isdivided intothree 
service secretaries and departments, each with their own 
sizeable staffs; four services, each with a Reserve 
component and two with Guard components; as well the 
Inspector General, thej oint Chiefs of Staff (J CS) and an 
eight-division Joint Staff. The Army has 113 separate 
installations, the Air Force has 93, the Navy has 74, and the 
Marines has 19, both at home and abroad. Instead of an 
Office of the Secretary of Defense with a staff of 100, as 
established by the 1947 National Security Act, there are 
nowhundredsof staff officers workingforthesecretary, and 
thousands in the service and joint staffs i n the Pentagon.^” 

Add to this the executive and congressional players in 
the national security process, and the picture becomes even 
more complicated. There are over 50 congressional 
committees and subcommittees that have something to do 
with national security. The White House has the National 
Security Council, the National Economic Council, the 
President's Foreign I ntel I igence Advisory Board, and the 
U.S. Special Trade Representative. Then there are the 
specialized agencies in the executive branch, such as the 
Central I ntel I igence Agency, the National Security Agency, 
the Defense Intelligence Agency, and the National 
Reconnaissance Organization, as well as a whole series of 
shops in cabinet departments as diverse as Commerce, 
J ustice. Agriculture, andTreasury. Tothislist, onecan add 
numerous shops in the Department of State— 35 separate 
ones— as well as a number of related agencies such as the 
U.S. Information Agency and the Agency for International 
Devel opment. 
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Two things emerge from this cursory overview of the 
piayersinthenationai security bureaucracy. First, because 
of the iarge number of separate components invoived in 
information gathering, anaiysis, decisionmaking, and 
dissemination, getting a timeiy response from this array of 
governmentai organizations is difficuit if not impossibie. 
Second, the notion that quick, effective, and efficient 
coordination can occur routineiy may be fiction. Mereiy 
checking with principais— iet aione deputies, reiated 
agencies, and inteiiigence sources— becomes a time 
consuming process. 

Coordination supposediy occurs through the 
interagency process, which is surveyed byGabriei Marceiia 
in this voiume. The interagency process coordinates among 
U.S. Government agencies, and occasionaiiy i nternationai 
Governmentai Organizations or Non-Governmentai 
Organizations, to craft poiicy initiatives and responses to 
events as they unfoid. it usuaiiy invoivesthedeiegation of a 
iead agency responsibie for determining the agenda, 
extracting agreement, and impiementing decisions. The 
phrase imparts a notion of a weii-oiied poiicy machine, it is 
largeiy a myth. Neither adaptation nor controi is possibie 
given the crazy quiit of organizations and piayers in the 
nationai security arena. The sheer difficuity of hoiding a 
meeting, even a conference caii, is daunting. The "system" 
that we now have is too iarge, unwieidy, and compiex to 
r espon d eff ect i vei y or i n i t i ate t h e ch a n ges t h at a r e r equ i r ed . 
Both the purpose and the process are in need of attention. 
We need to start over. 

America's Role in the World. 

Virtuaiiy every aspect of our roie in the worid has 
changed. The chart beiow summarizes the transition— in 
both definition andfocus— in the roieof the United States in 
the worid and the changing requirements for the common 
defense. 
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Former Focus 

National Defense 
Unilateral Action 
Threat Based Policy 
Control 
Capabilities 

Domestic Politics 
the Key 

Force Application 

War Preparation 

Win by Out-producing Foe 



Current/Future Focus 

International Security 
Coalition Diplomacy 
Objective Based Policy 
Adaptation 
Intentions 

International Politics 
the Key 

Statecraft and Negotiation 
Peace Preservation 
Win by Outwitting Foe 



I will survey each of these changes before proceeding to the 
next set of issues. What is the cumulative impact of these 
trends? 

The fundamental transformation relates to the need to 
move from a system which provides for national defense to 
one which provides for international security. This latter 
task is larger in context, continuous in attention, and more 
complex in execution, particularly for a multi-cultural 
democrat! c repubi i c such as the U n i ted States. P rovi di ng for 
the common defense used to be defined as protecting the 
nation from attack by other states. War would be declared 
when the nation was threatened, the citizenry and the 
economy would be mobilized, and Americans would sally 
forth beyond their ocean moats to give battle. Now the 
probi em i s more compi ex. The U ni ted States must shape an 
international environment conducive to the survival and 
prosperity of American values, institutions, citizens, and 
assets. The assumption of the National Security Strategy 
and the National Military Strategy of the United States is 
that the 

The U nited States will employ force only as a part of a 
coalition. SincetheGulf War, the United States has needed 
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others to permit, pay for, and participate in the application 
of American military force. That is a fundamental 
transformation. Similarly, throughout the Cold War, the 
United States focused on the identification of threats from 
the Communist world and the formulation of contingency 
plans to counteract these threats. 

At present, by contrast, it is increasingly obviousthat we 
cannot control all of the possible threats to the United 
States. The array of hypothetical threats is limited only by 
the imaginations of contractors and members of the armed 
services, and, in any event, America does not possess the 
will or the resources to counteract them all. What the 
United States can, and should, control, however, are the 
objectives we wish to accomplish in the world. Knowing 
what we wish to accomplish must necessarily precede the 
effort to do so. 

The United States has always been more focused on 
capabilities than intentions. For much of theCold War, the 
United States measured threats by the capabilities others 
possessed because it could. This gave logic to budgetary 
requests— the USSR has this, so the United States needs 
that. 1 1 was a costly and i nefficient way to attempt to i nsure 
readiness for war. At present, it is increasingly important to 
pay attention to the intentions of others— of both allies and 
adversaries— as well as to their capabilities. Assessing 
intentions as well as capabilities may produce interesting 
opportunities as well as threats, and requires an 
investment in human intelligence (HUMINT) as well as 
overhead imagery. The United States has tended to place 
far more assets in the latter than in the former. It tried for 
much of the Cold War to control the pace, nature, intensity, 
scope, and outcome of the competition with others. But in a 
chaotic, nonlinear, unknown and largely unknowableglobal 
environment, seeking to control events may be a fool's 
errand and may be part of the problem, not part of the 
solution. Most organisms and organizations that have 
survived and prospered have been those that were able to 
adapt well and quickly to changing circumstances. 
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Improvisation and "work-arounds" are a hallmark of the 
American military. Why not train andeducatean adaptable 
force rather than seeking to control what cannot be 
control I ed? 

For mostof itshistory,theUnited Stateshasbeen ableto 
afford the luxury of doing much as it pleased and following 
its domestic agenda which has been the driver in American 
decisionmaking. It has not had to worry greatly about 
others and the general international climate. Increasingly, 
however, we are linked and interdependent with 
international forces, actors, and events. Pretending we can 
ignore or override them is both wrong and dangerous. 
F urthermore, contendi ng i n the i nternati onal arena duri ng 
our mostly isolationist past was seen as the application of 
t h e u 1 1 i mate sa n ct i on of su per i or force. After t h e a ber r at i on 
of war was finished, we would return home to peace. But 
increasingly, the application of force doesn't pay, even for 
the victor. Statecraft, diplomacy, and negotiation are far 
better means of conflict resolution, and less costly. But 
others are far better at this and its tangential 
skills— language fluency, long-term views, pragmatic 
dealings— than Americans, who have disinvested in the 
capacity to conduct routine skillful diplomacy on many 
fronts. 

The ultimate threat and final arbiter in international 
relations has been the act of war. As Charles Tilly has 
commented, "States make war, and wars make states."^^ 
Butthestakesand costs have esca I ated beyon d t h e ca pad ty 
of most states to absorb them. Increasingly, it is peace 
preservation, not war waging, that is the problem for the 
international system. How can the United States allow 
transformation of the international system by force of arms, 
and thereby legitimize the use offeree, while at the same 
time trying to preserve the status quo and promote only 
peaceful change? It is not strong states with aggressive 
designs on neighbors, totalitarianisms from both the left 
and the ri ght, that threaten the i nternati onal system today. 
Rather, it istheweaknessof states and their disintegration 
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that rocks the international system. But war, when it has 
come for the United States, has generally been good 
business. America won by outproducing the adversary. The 
German Panzer tanks were unquestionably better than the 
American Sherman tanks in World War II. The Germans 
produced a total of roughly 21,500 of the former in 7 years 
while the United States built over 40,000 of the latter in 4 
years. Moreover, the United States built nearly as many 
tanks in a month— over 2,000— as the Germans did in some 
years.^^ Given the high cost of war material, the United 
States may not be able to afford the luxury of an 
economically profligate solution to its problems. 
Increasingly, America needs to be able to outwit our 
enemies, not merely out-produce them. This is particularly 
truein an era in which social security has defeated national 
security as the primary concern of the body politic. 

These general trends are supplemented by yet another 
set of trends which also have significant implications for 
America's ability to provide for thecommon defense. These 
are as follows. 



Former Focus 


Current/Future Focus 


Politico-Military 


Economic-Social- 


Emphasis 


Psychological Emphasis 


Regional 


Global 


Military] ointness 


Civilian & Civil- 
Military J ointness 


Technology 


Strategy 


Competition 


Cooperation 


Military 1 ntelligence 


Cultural 

A nth ropol ogy/E th nol ogy 


The Services 


TheCINCs 


Department of Defense 


The U .S. Government 


Right Place 


Right Time 



152 



The collective imperative of these transformations is 
revolutionary change in the way the United States 
organizes to provide for international security as well as 
national defense. 

It is no longer mainly about political and military 
probi ems and sol uti ons. These are i ncreasi ngl y i rrel evant to 
many global problems. It is often the other elements of 
national power— ones in which the United States has 
disinvested, relatively speaking— that are more pertinent. 
A better understanding of the realities that underlie both 
international problems (Somalia, the Balkans) and their 
ultimate solutions would go a long way towards making 
U.S. actions more appropriate and effective. For example, 
whi I e contai n ment I ed the U ni ted States to pursue a vi rtual 
"pactomania" approach to global problems— through 
regional mi I itary arrangements i n the 1950s— these are not 
necessarily the most appropriately sized entities to deal 
with current and future problems. Most transnational 
problems involve regions that are smaller than states but 
involve many of them, or larger than states and thus not 
susceptible to national solutions. Increasingly, other 
issues— the availability of fresh water, global warming, 
pollution— are global in their consequence and hence, their 
solution. The political-military alignments of theCold War 
are insufficient to the tasks at hand. A global data 
gathering, assessment, and dissemination process is 
requi red, al ong wi th a gl obal vi si on toaddress these i ssues. 

Si nee the passage of the Gol dwater-N i chol s Act, the U .S. 
military has been driven toward the realization of 
"jointness." As discussed by Douglas Lovelace in this 
vol ume, joi ntness i s the i ncreasi ng i ntegrati on of the Armed 
Services, and the quest for common solutions to military 
problems that confront all of the services. It is meant as a 
direct challenge to the traditional parochial approach that 
the Services have brought to debates about national 
security. While much progress has been made with the 
devel opment of j oi nt doctr i ne, there i s sti 1 1 more I i p servi ce 
than reality associated with this concept. Furthermore, 
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thereislittlejoi ntness among the active duty forces and the 
reserve and national guard components, and even less 
among the military and their civilian counterpart agencies 
and institutions. There is also no equivalent effort at 
jointness among thecivilian government agencies, toalign 
functions, integrate effort, and eliminate duplication. Most 
regrettable of all, there is a growing gap between the 
military and civilian society whereneither understandsthe 
other as they should. 

Traditionally, and increasingly, given the commitment 
to J oint Vision 2010 and its follow-on documents,^^ the 
United States has placed its faith in science, engineering, 
and technology to achieve and sustain a qualitative edge 
over current or future adversaries. While this is a 
reasonable choice, it masks the reality that not all problems 
are technological nor have technological solutions. 
Understanding the strategic environment, and knowing if, 
when, how, why, and where to employ technological means, 
isafar moredifficult challengethan the mere acquisition of 
the technology, however sophisticated it might be. 
Developing the strategy that underlies the selection and 
employment of technology is the more important part of the 
problem. Americanstendtobe captivated bythings, and not 
by their purpose. We tend to focus on the hardware at hand 
rather than the second and third order consequences that 
may flow from its application. Furthermore, an American 
strategy may require more than intermittent competition 
with adversaries. It may demand sustained competition 
and cooperation with allies and adversaries alike, 
something that Americans are not comfortable doing and 
with which we have little experience. Because of our 
capitalist system, andtheAmerican emphasison individual 
effort, competition seems the norm to Americans. There is 
less of an understanding of the necessity tocooperateas well 
as compete with both adversaries and allies. The yin and 
yang of the international system over the long haul require 
both capacities. 
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The United States has invested massive amounts of 
time, money, and effort in military intelligence using 
national technical meanstoidentifythreatstothe nation. It 
has invested less in thinking about just who our potential 
adversari es mi ght be and what makes them ti ck. Overhead 
imagery, multi-spectral imaging, and electronic data 
capture and assessment may not reveal what needs to be 
kn own a bout wh at a n ot h er sod ety , pol i ty , or econ omy r ea 1 1 y 
values or how and why it functions as it does. 
Unfortunately, the United States has spent far less time, 
money, and effort trying to understand the perceptions, 
languages, and values of those whosharethe planet with us 
than many of them have invested in trying to understand 
us. Know! ngthesethings— about friend, foe, and bystander 
al i ke— wi 1 1 be i ncreasi ngly i mportant i n our i nterdependent 
world. Cultural anthropology and ethnology are as 
important, if not more important, than military intelligence 
in understanding others and our relations with them. 

America's military requirements have traditionally 
been interpreted through the eyes of the major service 
components who train, organize, and equip the U.S. 
militaryinDoD.Therearethree depa rt ment s, f ou r ser vi ces, 
four Reserve, and two Guard systems, which we attempt to 
i ntegrate with the armed forces of other nations i n joi nt and 
combined operations as necessary. But it istheregional and 
unified CINCs that deploy and employ forces, not the 
services. The services have the primary control of the 
budget, despite some CINC inputs to the J oint Resource 
Operations Command (j ROC). The CINCs have forces 
"chopped" to them when action is required, but this is a 
complicated and cumbersome system. More power should 
devolve to the CINCs, as a logical extension of 
Goldwater-Nichols. But beyond that, both national defense 
and international security demand the effective use of more 
than the assets of DoD. For more than half a century, DoD 
has functioned as the major guarantor of national security. 
But it is too big in size and too narrow in focus to compete 
effectively in today's world. The policymaking process 
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requires data fusion and information integration from not 
only DoD, Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), National 
Security Agency (NSA), National Reconnaissance Office 
(NRO), Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) and other 
security agencies in the U.S. Government but also the 
agencies and functions of other departments. These i nclude 
not only State, J ustice. Commerce, and T reasury, but also 
Agriculture, Transportation, and Education as well as 
agencies such as the Federal Trade Commission, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (F EM A), and others, to be 
integrated into a U.S. Government— wide focus on 
international security. The international aspects of many of 
these agencies are under-funded and understaffed at 
precisely the time of greatest need for specialized 
information and competencies. 

Lastly, and most generally but importantly, the United 
States may be focused on the wrong part of many of the 
problems itfaces. I n the past, winning warsand preventing 
a fait accompli against our allies and policies required that 
the United States be in the right place to thwart an 
adversary's plans. But the United States has withdrawn 
from much of the world. It does not have nearly as many 
bases abroad nor as many people stationed permanently 
overseas as it used to have. The real BRAC process actually 
occurred overseas— with 65 percent of U .S. bases i n E urope 
and 24 percent of those in the Far East being closed. 

I ncreasingly thespeed, range, and accuracy of weapons, and 
improvements in communications, surveillance, and 
transportation mean that time and timing are critical. 
Doing things at the right time is as important, or more 
important, than doing them in the right place. Establishing 
or preventing a fait accompli is time dependent as well as 
place dependent. Global reach is necessary, but if it cannot 
be achieved at the right time, it may be worthless. This 
places a premium on rapid, adaptive Observation- 
Orientation-Decision-Action (OODA) loops and decision 
processes, something that is increasingly difficult for the 
U.S. Government to accomplish. 
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The cumulative impact of the issues raised above has 
been largely ignored. It is time to address the collective 
implications and act accordingly. Failure to do so will 
contribute to the ebb of American power and prestige and 
the erosion of America's capability to act. It is not American 
capabilities that may be called into question as much as 
American intent. Thinking through what we wish to 
accomplish and why, and how this may or may not unfold, 
arecritical tasks. TheUni ted States may beasmuch in need 
of an entrance strategy as an exit strategy when it prepares 
for the next Gulf War or Kosovo operation. If the United 
States does not know what it seeks to accomplish, as well as 
why and how, then perhaps its i nterventi on wi 1 1 be sti 1 1 born 
from the outset. 

War may be too important to be left to the generals, but 
peace is too important to be left only to the politicians. This 
istrue because, increasingly, peacetime preparedness is the 
key to vi ct ory i n wa r . T h er e a r e a I so a n i n cr easi n g n u mber of 
"less than war" applications of military force occurring 
duri ng ostensi ble peri ods of peace. The real struggi e may be 
the peacetime competitions that war only validates. If the 
U nited States hopes to compete and cooperate successful ly 
in this century to help manage a relatively peaceful 
international security system, it needs to pay morethan lip 
service to the imperatives of the National Military Strategy 
of shape, respond, and prepare now. It needs to devise a 
strategy that is principled, affordable, and adaptive for the 
long haul. Such an effort is not, and should not be, 
dependent on having a peer competitor to plan against. 
Rather it requires vision, commitment, and leadership that 
is positive, sustainable, and inclusive. 

It also requires an organization designed to accomplish 
the task. The national security machinery of over 50 years 
ago is part of the problem, not part of the solution. It is time 
not just for a conceptual revolution to understand better 
what it is we are about, but also for an organizational 
revolution to accomplish what we seek to do. This is a 
problem of political leadership for the president, political 
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couragefor Congress, and pol itical changefor thecountry. A 
failure to address these problems— and soon— will lead to 
both our demise as a nation and the failure of the effort to 
establish a modicum of international security in the world 
in the 21st century. 
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CHAPTER 7 



NATIONAL SECURITY 
AND THE INTERAGENCY PROCESS: 
FORWARD INTO THE 21st CENTURY 



Gabriel Marcella 



Power is the capacity to direct the decisions and actions of 
others. Power derives from strength and will. Strength comes 
from the transformation of resources into capabilities. Will 
i nfuses objectives with resolve. Strategy marshals capabi I ities 
and brings them to bear with precision. Statecraft seeks 
through strategy to magnify the mass, relevance, impact, and 
irresistibility of power. It guides the ways the state deploys 
and applies its power abroad. These ways embrace the arts of 
war, espionage, and diplomacy. The practitioners of these 
three arts are the pal adi ns of statecraft.^ 

Chas W. Freeman,] r. 

The Interagency Process and Purposeful 
Adaptation. 

The comments of Ambassador Chas W. Freeman, J r. 
speak to the skillful use of influence and power to promote 
the national interests in a competitive world. It is a tall 
order even for the United States, the only fully equipped, 
globally deployed, interagency superpower. America is the 
indispensable anchor of international order and the 
i ncreasi ngl y gl obal i zed economi c system. N oth i ng qui te I i ke 
it has ever existed. Indeed such great powers as Rome, 
Byzantium, China, Spain, England, and France achieved 
extraordinary sophistication, enormous institutional and 
cultural influence, and longevity, but they never achieved 
the full articulation of America's global reach. 
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Today the United States forward deploys some 250 
diplomatic missions in the form of embassies, consulates, 
and specialized organizations. It possesses a unified 
military command system that covers all regions of the 
world and even outer space. It is the leader of an 
i nterl ocki ng set of al I i ances and agreements that promotes 
peace, open trade, the principles of democracy, human 
rights, and protection of the environment. American 
capital, technology, and culture influence the globe. 
American power and influence is pervasive and 
multidimensional. All the instruments of national power 
are deployed. Yet the challenge of strategic integration, of 
bringing the instruments into coherent effectiveness, 
remains. Presidents and their national security staffs strive 
toachievecoherence, with varying levelsof success, through 
the use of the "i nteragency process." 

The interagency decisionmaking process is uniquely 
American in character, size, and complexity. Given ever 
expanding responsibilities and declining resources in 
dollars and manpower, it is imperative that national 
security professionals master it in order to work effectively 
within it. Thecomplex challenges to national security in the 
21stcenturywill require intelligent integration of resources 
and unity of effort within the government. 

The United States first faced the challenge of strategic 
integration within an embryonic interagency process 
during World War II. Mobilizing the nation and the 
government for war and winningthepeacehighlightedthe 
importance of resources and budgets, of integrating 
diplomacy with military power, gathering and analyzing 
enormous quantities of intelligence, conducting joint and 
combined military operations, managing coalition 
strategies and balancing competing regional priorities. 
From the war and the onset of the Cold War emerged a 
number of institutional innovations, including: The 
structure of the modern Department of State, the 
Department of Defense, the Air Force, a centralized 
intelligence system and unified military command system. 
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the predecessor of the U.S. Agency for International 
Development (Point Four), North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) and other alliances, and the United 
States I nformation Agency. 

There is probably no period in American history I ike the 
I ate 1940s an d ea r I y 1950s t h at i s so for mat i ve of t h e k i n d of 
national and institutional learningthatj ohn P. Lovell calls 
"purposeful adaptation." He defines it as "the need to 
develop and pursueforeign policy goals that a re sensitive to 
national needs and aspirations and to the realities of a 
changing world environment."^ The evolution of the 
interagency process parallels America's purposeful 
adaptation to the changing global realities of the last five 
decades. But it has not been an orderly evolution, in part 
because of serious structural and cultural impediments, 
such as poor institutional memory.^ Prominent historical 
markersalongthispath include such documents as NSC 68, 
the intellectual framework for the containment strategy 
against the Soviet Union, and the Weinberger Doctrine, 
whi ch arti cu I ated cr iteri a for the use of mi I itary power that 
dramatically influenced the shape of American strategy in 
the 1980s and 1990s. 

In 1945, American statesmen faced three challenges: 
forging a system of collective security, promoting 
decol oni zati on,andbuildinga stabi e i nternati onal fi nanci al 
order. These, and 4 decades of i ntensethreat from the other 
superpower, had a decisive impact on the interagency 
process. With the end of bipolar ideological and geopolitical 
conflict, theforeign policy and defense agenda is captured 
by free trade, democratization, subnational ethnic and 
religious conflicts, failing states, humanitarian 
contingencies, ecological deterioration, terrorism, 
international organized crime, drug trafficking, and the 
proliferation of the technology of weapons of mass 
destruction. At the dawn of a new era, is the policymaking 
system which was developed and refined for the strategic 
imperatives of the Cold War adequate to meet a very 
different set of challenges? 
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The National Security Council: Coordination vs. 
Policymaking. 

To bring strategic coherence, consensus, and 
deci si ven ess to t h e bu r geon i n g gl oba I r espon si bi I i t i es of t h e 
emerging superpower, the National Security Act (NSA) of 
1947 created the National Security Council (NSC). Its 
mandate was: 

... to advise the President with respect to the integration of 
domestic, foreign, and military policies relatingtothe national 
security so as to enable the military services and the other 
departments and agencies of theGovernment to cooperate more 
effectively in matters involving the national security. 

. . . other functions the President may direct for the purpose of 
more effectively coordinating the policies and functions of the 
departments and agencies of the Government relating to the 
nations security. . . 

. . . assess and appraise theobjectives, commitments, and risks 
of the U nited States. . . 

. . . consider policies on matters of common interest to the 
departments and agencies of the Government concerned with 
the national security . . . 

The statutory members are the president, the vice 
president, secretaries of State and Defense. All others 
present are advisors: Chairman of the J oint Chiefs of Staff, 
Director Central Intelligence, and cabinet members. The 
Council need not convene formally to function. Indeed, by 
late 1999 the Clinton NSC had met formally only once: 
March 2, 1993. There are alternatives to formal meetings, 
such as the "ABC" luncheons of Secretary of State 
M adel ei ne Al bri ght, Assi stant to the P resi dent for N ati onal 
Security Affairs Sandy Berger, and Secretary of Defense 
William Cohen, and the deputies breakfasts and lunches. 
The "NSC system" of policy coordination and integration 
operates 24 hours a day. TheAssi stant to the President for 
N at i on a I S ecu r i ty Aff a i rs d i rects t h e staff . T h e emergen ce of 
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the modern "operational presidency,'"^ brought to the NSC 
greater authority over the development and 
implementation of policy, thus creating a new power center 
that competes for jurisdiction with the Departments of 
State and Defense. 

The NSC staff, known as the Executive Secretariat, has 
varied in size and function. In 1999 the staff comprised 
about 208 (of which 101 were policy personnel and 107 
administrative and support personnel) professionals 
covering regional and functional responsibilities. Staffers 
are detailed from the diplomatic corps, the intelligence 
community, the civil service, the military services (12 in 
policy positions in September 1999), academia, and the 
private sector. The staffing procedures are personalized by 
the president's style and comfort level. The structure of the 
staff, its internal and external functioning, and the degree 
of centralized control of policy varies. Presidents] immy 
Carter and WilliamClinton have favored a very centralized 
system, P resi dents Ronal d Reagan and George B ush I ess so. 
Thefirst two Presidential Decision Directives of the Cl inton 
administration, dated J anuary 20, 1993, set forth the 
structure and function of the NSC staff and groups that 
report to it, as depicted below: 



National Security Council System 



National Security 
Council 


National Security 
Council Staff 


1 




Principals 

Committee 






1 


Deputies 

Committee 








Interagency 
Working Groups 







Direction & Supervision 
Coordination 
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The day-to-day policy coordination and integration is done 
by the NSC Staff, divided into functional and geographic 
directorates: 



Assistant to the President for Mational Security Affairs 



Deputy Assistant to the President 






Deputy Assistant to the President 


for National Security Affairs 






for National Security Affairs 



Eixecutive Secretary 



Deputy Eixecutive Secretary and 
Senior Director for Administration 


■ Deputy Eixecutive Secretary 


Situation Room/Systems and 
Technical Planning Ctirector 


Record and Access 
Management Senior Ctirector 



I 

Functional Chrectorates 



I 

Geographic Chrectorates 



Intelligence Programs 
Special Assistant to the President 
and Senior Ctirector 






Speechwriting 

Special Assistant to the President 
and Senior Director 










Miitilateral Affairs 
Special Assistant to the President 
and Senior Ctirector 






Public Affairs 

Special Assistant to the President 
Deputy Press Secretary 
and Senior Director 










Tyansitional Threats 
Special Assistant to the President 
and Senior Ctirector 






NATO Summit Affairs 
Special Assistant to the President 
and Senior Director 










Legal Advisor 

Special Assistant to the President 
and Legal Director 






Legislative Affairs 
Special Assistant to the President 
and Senior Director 










Nonproliferation 
& Export Controls 
Special Assistant to the President 
and Senior Director 






International Elconomic Affairs 
Special Assistant to the President 
and Senior Director 










Defense Policy & Arms Control 
Special Assistant to the President 
and Coimselor 






International Health 
and Environmental 
Affairs Directors 



Central & Eastern Europe 
Special Assistant to the President 
and Senior Ctirector 



African Affairs 

Special Assistant to the President 
and Senior Ctirector 



Eluropean Affoirs 
Special Assistant to the President 
and Senior Ctirector 



Rtissian/Ukrainian/Eurasian 
Affairs Special Assistant 
to the President 
and Senior Ctirector 



Near East and South Asian Affoirs 
Special Assistant to the President 
and Senior Ctirector 



Asian Affairs 

Special Assistant to the President 
and Senior Ctirector 



Inter-American Affairs 
Special Assistant to the President 
and Senior Director 



National Security Council Staff. 

The Principals Committee members are the cabinet 
level representatives who comprise the senior forum for 
national security issues. The Deputies Committee includes 
assistant secretary level officials who monitor the work of 
the i nter agency pol i cy for mu I ati on and art i cu I ati on process, 
do crisis management, and, when necessary, push 
unresolved issues to the Principals for resolution. 
I nteragency Worki ng Groups (I WGs) are the heart and soul 
of the process. They may be ad hoc, standing, regional, or 
functional. They function at a number of levels, meet 
regularly to assess routine and crisis issues, frame policy 
responses, and build consensus across the government for 
unified action. The fluid nature of the process means that 
I WGs do not always have to come to decisions. The system 
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prefers that issues be decided at the lowest level possible. If 
issues are not resolved there, they are elevated to the next 
level and, when appropriate, to the Deputies Committee. 
Who chairs the different IWGs and committees can vary 
between the NSC director and a senior State Department 
official. 

Policy is often made in different and subtle ways. 
Anthony Lake, writing in Somoza Falling: The Nicaraguan 
Dilemma, A Portrait of Washington At Work, discusses how 
the answer to an i mportant I etter can hel p set pol i cy. H ence 
the importance of interagency coordination and the 
importance of being the one (bureau, office, agency) that 
drafts it. 

. . . policy flows as much from work on specific items— likethe 
letter from Perez [to Carter]— as it does from the I arge, formal 
interagency "policy reviews" that result in presidential 
pronouncements.^ 

Each action is precedent for future actions. Speeches, press 
conferences, VIP visits, and presidential travels are also 
important. Lake elaborates: 

Pol icy is made on thefly; it emerges from the pattern of specific 
decisions. Its wisdom is decided by whether you have some 
vision of what you want, a conceptual thread asyou go along.® 

The NSC staff does the daily and long-term coordination 
and integration of foreign policy and national security 
matters across the vast government. Specifically, it: 

1. provides information and policy advice to the 
president; 

2. manages the policy coordination process; 

3. monitors implementation of presidential policy 
decisions; 

4. managesthe interdepartmental dimensions of crises; 

5. articulates the president's policies; 
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6. undertakes long term strategic planning; 

7. conducts liaison with congress and foreign govern- 
ments; and, 

8. coordinates summit meetings and national security 
related trips. 

There is a natural tension between the policy 
coordination function oftheNSC and policymaking.] immy 
Carter's Director of Latin American Affairs at the NSC, 
Robert Pastor, argues that: 

. . . tension between NSC and State derives in part from the 
former's control of the agenda and the latter's control of 
implementation. State Department officials tend to be anxious 
about the NSC usurping policy, and the NSC tends to be 
concerned that State either might not implement the 
president's decisions or might do so in a way that would make 
decisions State disapproved of appear ineffective and wrong.^ 

The NSC staff is ideally a coordinating body but, in fact, 
it oscillates between the poles— taking policy control over 
some issues while allowing the State or Defense to be the 
lead agency on most national security and foreign policy 
issues. On some key issues, such as the Kosovo crisis of 
1998-99, the NSC staff may take over policy control from 
State. Similarly, policies toward Cuba and Haiti in 1993-95 
were handled directly out of the White House because ofthe 
deeply rooted domestic dimension of these issues. The 
Oliver North Iran-Contra caper created an autonomous 
operational entity within the NSC staff. But this was an 
aberration that does not invalidate the general rule. The 
salient point is that proximity to the president gives the 
NSC staff si gn i f i cant pol i cy cl out i n t h e i nteragen cy process. 
Such clout must be used sparingly lest it cause resentment 
and resistance or overlook the policy wisdom and skills 
available elsewhere in the executive departments. 

By late 1999, the Clinton administration had 
established other formal bodies under the umbrella ofthe 
NSC: 
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1. Executive Committees, established by PDD 56 for 
complex humanitarian contingencies; 

2. Peacekeeping Core Group, established by PDD 25; 

3. Counter-terrorism Security Group, established by 
PDD 42, amended by PDD 62; 

4. Special Coordination Group, established by PDD 42 
for international crime; 

5. Weapons of Mass Destruction Preparedness Group, 
established by PDD 62; and, 

6. Critical Infrastructure Coordinating Group, 
established by PDD 62. 

These groups have reached across the network of 
executive departments. 

Towards a Theory of the I nteragency Process: How 
Does the President Mobilize the Government? 

The interagency is not a place. It is a process involving 
human beings and complex organizations with different 
cultures, different outlooks on what's good for the national 
interest and the best policy to pursue— all driven by the 
compulsion to defend and expand turf. The process is 
political (therefore conflictual) because at stake is 
power— personal, institutional, or party. The "power game" 
involves the push and pull of negotiation, the guarding of 
policy prerogatives, the hammering out of compromises, 
and the normal human and institutional propensity to 
resist change.^ Regardless of the style of the president and 
the structures developed for the management of national 
security policy, the NSC-dominated interagency process 
performs the same basic functions: identifies policy issues 
and questions, formulates options, raises issues to the 
appropriate level for decisions, makes decisions where 
appropriate, and oversees the implementation of decisions 
throughout the executive departments. 
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It is helpful to view policy at five interrelated levels: 
conceptualization, articulation, budgeting, 
implementation, and post-implementation analysis and 
feedback. Conceptualization involves the complex 
intellectual task of policy development, such as a 
Presidential Decision Directive (PDD). Articulation is the 
public declaration of policy by the president or his 
subordinates. This is critical in a democracy in order to 
engage pu bl i c su pport. B udgeti ng i n vol ves testi mony before 
Congress to justify policy goals and to request funding. 

I mplementation is the programmed application of resources 
in the field in order to achieve the policy objectives. 
Post-implementation analysis and feedback is the 
continuous effort to assess the effectiveness of pol icy and to 
make appropriate adjustments. 

The ideal system would have perfect goal setting, 
complete and accurate i ntel I igence, comprehensive analysis 
and selection of the best options, clear articulation of policy 
and its rationale, effective execution, thorough and 
continuous assessment of the effects, perfect learning from 
experi ence and the abi I i ty to recal I rel evant experi ence and 
information. 




Source: J ohn P. Lovell, TheChallengeof American Foreign Policy: 
Purpose and Adaptation, p. 26. 
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Such perfection is impossible. The reality is: 



POLICY IN PRACTICE 



TASK 


CAPABILITY 


Goal Setting 


National interests are object of 
competing claims; goals 
established through political 
struggle 


Intelligence 


Always incomplete, susceptible 
to overload, delays and 
distortions caused by biases 
and abiguity in interpretation 


Option Formulation 


Limited search for options, 
comparisons made in general 
terms according to 

predispositions rather than 
cost-benefit analysis 


Plans, Programs, Decisions 


Choices made in accordance 
with prevai 1 i ng mi nd sets, often 
influenced by groupthink and 
political considerations 


Declaratory Policy 


Multiple voices, contradictions 
and confusion, self-serving 
concern for personal image and 
feeding the appetite of the 
media 


Execution 


Breakdowns in communication, 
fuzzy lines of authority, 
organizational parochialism, 
bureaucratic politics, delays 


Monitoring and Appraisal 


Information gaps, vague 
standards, regidities in 
adaption, feedback failures 


M emory Storage and Recal 1 


Spotty and unreliable, selective 
learnii^g and application of 
lessons^ 
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E ffect i ve pol i cy r equ i r es vi si on , con t r ol , r esou rces, a n d a 
system of accountabi I ity. The most compel I i ng chal lengefor 
the executive is to retain policy control. Since presidents 
don 't h a ve t h e t i me a n d expert i se to oversee pol i cy ma k i n g i n 
detail (though J immy Carter tried), they delegate 
responsibility. But "nobody is in charge" is an often-heard 
criticism of the interagency process. By delegating 
responsibility, control becomes more diffused, and the 
policy effort is diluted. Moreover, the quest for resources 
brings in another stakeholder. Congress, which has the 
constitutional responsibility to scrutinize policy initiatives 
and vote monies for foreign affairs and national defense. At 
this point, a literal Pandora's box of players and 
expectations are opened. The numerous congressional 
committees and their staffs have enormous impact on 
national security and foreign policy. 

The president begins to mobilize his government 
immediately upon election. A transition team works closely 
with the outgoing administration for the purpose of 
continuity. The incoming president begins nominating his 
cabinet, which must then be confirmed bytheSenate. Some 
6,000 presidential level appointees will fill the subcabinet 
positions, staff the White House and the NSC, take up 
ambassadorships (serving ambassadors traditionally 
submit their resignation when the occupant of the White 
House changes), and move into second, third, and fourth 
level positions in theexecutivedepartments.Thepurposeof 
these nominations is to gain control and establish 
accountability to the president and hisagenda. In hisfirst 
administration, Clinton faced problems associated with 
never finishing the staffing of his government. 

Thus there is a high turnover and the injection of new 
talent, at times inexperienced and equipped with new 
predispositions about national security, at the top echelons 
of American government every time the part that controls 
theWhiteHousechanges. Continuity of government resides 
in the non-partisan professionals of thefederal civil service, 
the diplomatic service, the military, and the intelligence 
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community. The transition to a new administration is a 
period of great anticipation about the direction of policy. 
Consequently, the entire interagency produces transition 
papers to assist and inform the newcomers, and to also 
protect the institutional interests of the various 
departments from unfriendly encroachment. 

Thefirst months of a new administration area period of 
learning. Newly appointed people must familiarize 
themselves with the structure and process of policymaking. 
This necessity invariably leads to a trial-and-error 
atmosphere. I n anticipation of the passing of the mantle, 
think tanks and theforeign policy and defense communities 
write papers recommending specific policies. These help to 
inform the new administration about the central 
commitments of U.S. policy and provide opportunities for 
departments and agencies to define institutional turf and 
stake a claim to resources. The administration itself will 
also mandate policy reviews (Presidential Review 
Di recti ves) that eventual ly produce new guidancefor policy. 

Making speeches and declaring policy and doctrines are 
other ways in which the incoming administration 
establishes its identity. The State of the Union message is 
one of the preeminent sources of presidential activism that 
engages the interagency. The congressional I y-mandated 
National Security Strategy (NSS) document, which bears 
the president's signature and is supposed to be produced 
annually, is also eagerly awaited (though not with equal 
intensity across departments) as an indicator of an 
administration's direction in national security and foreign 
policy. The NSS is eagerly awaited for another reason as 
well. It isthe best example of "purposeful adaptation" by the 
American government to changing global realities and 
responsibilities. It expresses strategic vision— what the 
United States will stand for in the world, what the 
administration's priorities are, and how the diplomatic, 
economic, and military instruments of national power will 
be arrayed. 
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Since it is truly an interagency product, the NSS also 
serves to provide direction to the interagency system to 
understand the president's agenda and priorities and 
develops a common languagethat gives coherenceto policy. 
It is also more than a strategic document. It is political, 
because it is designed to enhance presidential authority in 
order to mobilize the nation. Finally, the NSS tends to 
document as well as drive policy initiatives, especially in 
election years. 

The first NSS in 1987 focused on the Soviet threat. The 
Bush administration expanded it by including more 
regional strategies, economic policy, arms control, and 
transnational issues and the environment. The Clinton 
document of 1994 proposed "engagement and enlargement," 
promoting democracy, economic prosperity, and security 
through strength. The 1995 version added criteria for 
judging when and how military forces would be used. By 
1997, the integrating concepts of "shape," "prepare," and 
"respond" came into prominence. To the core objectives of 
enhancing security and promoting prosperity and 
democracy were added fighting terrorism, international 
crimeand drug trafficking, and managingtheinternational 
financial crisis. Homeland defense against the threat of 
mass casualty attacks and regional strategies completed 
the agenda in 1997. 

Another instrument used by the Clinton team is the 
aforementioned Presidential Decision Directive process. 
Previous administrations have titled these documents 
differently, such as Bush's National Security Decision 
Directive. The two Clinton administrations produced 71 
PDDs by February 2000 (Bush, 79 National Security 
Directives; Reagan, 325 National Security Decision 
Memoranda; Carter, 63 presidential Directives; 
Nixon-Ford, 348 National Security Decision Memoranda; 
and Kennedy-J ohnson, 372 National Security Action 
Memoranda). Each administration attempts to use these 
documents to put its own stamp on national security and 
foreign policy, though there is great continuity with 
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previous administrations. Thus, whereas Reagan 
emphasized restoring the preeminence of American 
military power and rolling back the "evil empire," Clinton 
focused on open trade, democratization, conflict resolution, 
humanitarian assistance, fighting drug trafficking and 
consumption, counter-terrorism and non-proliferation. 

PDDs are macro-level documents, normally classified, 
that take much deliberate planning to develop. They result 
from intensive interact! on among the agencies. The process 
begins with a Presidential Review Directive, which tasks 
the rel evant agenci es to devel op a new pol i cy based on broad 
guidance. For example, Clinton's PDD 14 for 
counternarcotics, the"Andean Strategy" of November 1993, 
emphasized greater balance between supply and demand 
strategies. PDD 25, "U.S. Policy on Reforming Multilateral 
Peace Operations" (May 1994), set down an elaborate set of 
guidelines for U.S. involvement in peace operations. It 
became so effective that the United Nations adopted it for 
planning its own peace operations, an excellent example of 
the international transfer of American purposeful 
adaptation. 

An instructive example of the Clinton administration's 
application of one of its Directives is PDD 21 which took 
effect on December 27, 1993. This document emphasized 
democracy promotion and free trade in Latin America. It 
was addressed to more than twenty departments and 
agencies: Vice President, Secretary of State, Secretary of 
the Treasury, Secretary of Defense, Attorney General, 
Secretary of Commerce, Secretary of Labor, Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, United States Trade 
Representative, Representative of the United States to the 
United Nations, Chief of Staff to the president. Assistant to 
the president for National Security Affairs, Director of 
Central Intelligence, Chair of the Council of Economic 
Advisors, Assistant to the president for National Economic 
Policy, Chairman ofthej oint Chiefsof Staff, Administrator 
oftheAgencyfor I nternational Development, Director ofthe 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Administrator of 
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the Environmental Protection Agency, and Director of the 
United States I nformation Agency. 

The point of listing departments and agencies is to 
identify the interagency stakeholders relating to one 
regional policy. Inevitably, the size of the stake will vary 
greatly among regions and issues. The stakeholders are 
related by functional interdependence; they have 
different resources, personnel, and expertise that must be 
integrated in order for policy to be effective. It is an iron rule 
of the interagency that no national security or 
international affairs issue can be resolved by one 
agency alone. For example, the Department of Defense 
needs the di pl omati c process that the Department of State 
masters in order to deploy forces abroad, build coalitions, 
negotiate solutions to conflicts, conduct noncombatant 
evacuations (NEO) of American citizens caught in difficult 
circumstances abroad, and administer security assistance. 
The Department of State in turn depends on the logistical 
capabilities of Defense to deploy personnel and materials 
abroad during crises, conduct coercive diplomacy, support 
military-to-military contacts, and give substance to 
alliances and defense relationships. The Office of National 
Drug Control Policy, a new cabinet position, must rely on a 
range of agencies to reduce the supply abroad and 
consumption of drugs at home. Finally, all require 
intelligence input to make sound decisions. 

Ideally in response to the promulgation of a PDD, all 
agencies will energizetheir staffs and develop the elements 
that shape the policy programs. But this takes time and 
seldom creates optimum results, in part because of 
competing priorities of policymakers, limited time, 
constrained resources, and congressional input. For 
example, with respect to U.S. Latin American policy, the 
Haiti crisis of 1992-1994 and congressional passage of the 
North America FreeTrade Act consumed most of the kinetic 
energy of the Clinton Administration's NSC staff and the 
Bureau of Inter-American Affairs of the Department of 
State during 1993-94. 
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In theory, oncethe policy elements are put together and 
costs are calculated, they are submitted to Congress for 
approval and funding, without which policy is merely a 
collection of words of expressions of hope. The reality, 
however, is that a PDD is not a permanent guide to the 
actions of agencies. Rarely is it fully implemented. It can be 
overtaken by new priorities, new administrations, and by 
the departure of senior officials who had the stakes, the 
personal relationships, the know how, and the institutional 
memory to make it work. A senior NSC staffer. Navy 
Captain J oseph Bouchard, Director of Defense Policy and 
Arms Control, remarked in 1999 that one cannot be sure 
about whether a PDD from a previous administration is still 
in force because for security reasons no consolidated list of 
these documents is maintained. Moreover, PDDsand other 
presidential documents are removed to presidential 
libraries and archives when a new president takes over. A 
senior Defense Department official states that PDDs are 
rarely referred to after they are fi nal , are usual I y overtaken 
by events soon after publication, and are rarely updated. I n 
this respect the interagency evaluation of PDD 56's 
effectiveness, published in May 1997, is instructive: "PDD 
56 no longer has senior level ownership. The Assistant 
Secretaries, Deputy Assistant Secretaries, and the NSC 
officials who initiated the document have moved on to new 
positions."^” 

PDD 56: Ephemeral or Purposeful Adaptation? 

PDD 56, The Clinton Administration's Policy on 
M anagi ng CompI ex Conti ngency Operati ons, i s perhaps the 
mother of all modern PDDs. It is useful to examine PDD 56 
as an example of an interagency product and as a tool 
intendedtoinfluencethevery process itself. PDDs normally 
deal with the external world of foreign policy and national 
security. PDD 56 is radically different, for it goes beyond 
that and attempts to generate a cultural revolution in the 
way the U.S. Government prepares and organizes to deal 
withtheseissues.ltisasuperb exa m pl e of cod i f y i n g I esson s 
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of "purposeful adaptation" after fitful efforts by American 
civilian and military officials in the aftermath of 
problematic interventions in Panama (1989-90), Somalia 
(1992-1994), and Haiti (1994-1995).^^ The intent was to 
institutionalize interagency coordination mechanisms and 
planningtoolstoachieveU.S. Government unity of effort in 
complex contingency operations. It tried to institutionalize 
five mechanisms and planning tools: 

1. An Executive Committee chaired by the Deputies 
Committee (Assistant Secretaries), 

2. An integrated, interagency Political-Military 
Implementation Plan, 

3. Interagency Rehearsal, 

4. Interagency After-Action Review, 

5. Training. 

The philosophy behind the document is that interagency 
planning can make or break an operation. Moreover, early 
involvement in planning can accelerate contributions from 
civilian agenciesthat are normally culturally impeded from 
strategic and operational planning.^^ PDD 56 was applied 
extensively and adapted to new contingencies, such as 
Eastern Slavonia (1995-1998), Bosnia from 1995, 
Hurricane Mitch in Central America, the Ethiopia-Eritrea 
conflict since 1998, and the Kosovo contingency of 1998-99. 
The March 1999 review commented: 

PDD 56 is intended to be applied as an integrated package of 

complementary mechanisms and tools . . . since its issuance in 

1997, PDD 56 has not been applied as intended. Three major 

issues must be addressed to improve the utility of PDD 56. 

It recommended: 

1. greater authority and leadership to promote PDD 56, 

2. more flexible and less detailed political-military 
planning, and 
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3. dedicated training resources and greater outreach. 

Imbedded in the three recommendations are the 
recurring problems of the interagency: the need for decisive 
authority ("nobody's in charge"), contrasting approaches 
and institutional cultures (particularly diplomatic versus 
mi I itary) with respect to planni ng, and the I ack of i ncenti ves 
across the government to create professionals expert in 
interagency work. PDD 56 is a noble effort to promote 
greater effectiveness. It may yet bear fruit, if its philosophy 
of integrated planning and outreach to the interagency 
takes root. It is encouraging that, in late 1999, the PDD 56 
planning requirement became an annex to contingency 
plans. 

The Operational Level of the I nteragency Process: 
Ambassador, Country Team and Regional Military 
Commanders. 

Uptothis point this chapter has discussed the national 
strategic level of the interagency process, that is, what 
occurs in Washington. Actually, the interagency process 
spans three levels: the national strategic, the operational, 
and the tactical. In the field, policy is implemented by 
ambassadors and their country teams, often working with 
the regional unified commanders. The embassy country 
team is a miniature replica of the Washington interagency 
system, with which it is in constant communication. At the 
country team, the rubber literally meets the road of 
interagency implementation. Ambassadors and 
commanders-in-chief (Cl NCs) rely on each other to promote 
policies that will enhance American interests in a country 
and region. Cl NCs have large staffs and awesome resources 
compared to the small staffs and resources of ambassadors. 
Moreover, their functions are different. The ambassador 
culti vatesties and is a conduit for bi lateral communications 
through theart of diplomaticdiscourse. Heor she promotes 
understanding of U.S. foreign policy, promotes American 
culture and business, and is responsible for American 
citizens in that country. The ambassador is the personal 
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emissary of the president, who writes the ambassador's 
formal letter of instruction. 

The I etter charges the ambassador, 

to exerciseful I responsibility forthedirection, coordination, and 
supervision of all executive branch officers in (nameof country), 
except for personnel under the command of a U.S. area military 
commander .... 

There is enough ambiguity in the mandate to require both 
ambassador and CINC to use common sense and, in a 
non-bureaucratic way, work out issues of command and 
control over U.S. military personnel in the country. I n effect 
control i s shared, with the ambassador havi ng pol i cy control 
and the CINC having control over day-to-day operations. It 
is essential that both work closely together to ensure that 
military operations meet the objectives of U.S. policy. 

This is particularlythecasein military operations other 
than war. Before and during noncombatant evacuations, 
peace operations, exercises, disaster relief and 
humanitarian assistance, such cooperation will be 
imperative because of the different mixes of diplomacy, 
force, and preparation required. A successful U.S. policy 
effort requires a carefully calibrated combination of 
diplomatic and military pressure, with economic 
inducements added. The security assistance officer at the 
embassy (usually the commander of the Military Advisory 
Group) can facilitate communication and helpto bridge the 
policy and operational distance between the ambassador 
and the Cl NC. So can State's Political Advisor to the Cl NC, 
a senior ranking foreign service officer whose function isto 
provide the diplomatic and foreign policy perspective on 
military operations. The personal and professional 
relationship between the Political Advisor and theCI NC is 
the key to success. 

The CINC represents the coercive capacity of American 
power through a chain of command that goes to the 
president. Heand hissizablestaffcommandtheoperational 
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tempo, deployments, readiness, exercises, and training of 
divisions, brigades, fleets, and air wings— resources, 
language, and culture that are the opposite of the art of 
diplomacy. CINCs also have a regional perspective, 
strategies, and programs whileambassadorsarefocused on 
advanci ng the i nterests of the U nited States i n one country. 
Since all military activities have diplomatic impact, it is 
necessary that the CINC work harmoniously with the 
ambassador in order to achieve common purpose. 
Ambassador and CINC interests intersect at the Military 
A d vi sory G r ou p ( M A A G , a I so ca 1 1 ed M i I i ta ry L i a i son Off i ce. 
Off i ce of D efen se C oor d i n at i on ) I evel .The com ma n d er of t h e 
M AAG works for both the ambassador and the CINC. 

In the spectrum from peace to crisis to war, the 
ambassador wi 1 1 tend to domi nate deci si ons at the I ower end 
of the spectrum. As the situation moves toward war, the 
CINC assumes greater authority and influence. Haiti 1994 
is an excellent exampleof how the handoff from ambassador 
to CINC takes place. The American ambassador in 
Port-au-Prince, William Swing, was in charge of U.S. policy 
until General Hugh Shelton and the U.S. military forces 
arrived in September of that year. Once the military phase 
was completed, policy control reverted to Swing, thus 
restoring the normal pattern of military subordination to 
civilian authority. In the gray area of military operations 
other than war, or in what is called an "immature" military 
theater such as Latin America, disputes can arise between 
ambassadors and CINCs about jurisdiction over U.S. 
mi I itary personnel i n the country. The most i 1 1 ustrati ve was 
in 1994 between CINC of the U.S. Southern Command 
General Barry McCaffrey, and U.S. Ambassadors to Bolivia 
Charles R. Bowers and Colombia Morris D. Busby. The 
dispute had to be adjudicated in Washington by the 
Secretaries of State and Defense. This situation 
demonstrates very clearly that ambassadors and CINCs 
must work closely together to coordinate U.S. military 
activities. 
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The Continuing Problems of the I nteragency 
Process. 

The tensions generated by cultural differences and 
jealousy over turf will always be part of the interagency 
process. The di plomatic and the mi I itary cultures domi nate 
the national security system, though there are other 
cultures and even subcultures. The former uses words to 
solve problems while the latter uses force. Cultural 
differences are large but communicating across them is 
possi bl e. TabI e 1 compa res th e cu I tu res of mi 1 1 tary off i cers 
and diplomats. 

The principal problem of i nteragency decisionmaking is 
lack of decisive authority; there is no one in charge. 

As I ong as personal ities are i nvol ved who work wel I together 
and have I eadershi p support I n the N SC, i nteragency efforts 
will prosper, but such congruence is not predictable. The 
world situation doesnot wait for the proper alignment of the 
pi anets I n Wash i ngton . There I s too much diffusi on of pol I cy 
control . Thi s I s why it i s ti me to I mpl ement an N SC-centri c 
national security system, with appropriate adjustments 
that align budget authority with policy responsibility. This 
system would consolidate in the NSC the functions now 
performed by the Policy Planning Staff at State and the 
strategic planning functions done at Defense. Such 
reorganization recognizes the reality that the White H ouse 
is where an integrated approach to national security 
planning must take place. 

Asymmetries in resources a re an other impediment. The 
Department of State, which has the responsibility to 
conduct foreign affairs, is a veritable pauper. Indeed, the 
military has more money to conduct diplomacy. The State 
Department's diplomats may have the best words in town, 
in terms of speaking and writing skills, and superb 
knowledge of foreign countries and foreign affairs, but it is a 
very small organization that has been getting smaller 
budget allocations from Congress in recent years. The corps 
of foreign servi ce offi cers equates in number to about an 
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Militarv Officers 


Foreiqn Service Officers 


Mission: prepare for and fight war 


Mission: conduct dipiomacy 


T raining is a major activity, important 
for units and individuais 


Training is not a significant activity, 
not important either for units or 
individuais 


Extensive training for episodic, 
undesired events 


Littieformai training, iearning by 
experience in doing desired activities 
(negotiating, reporting) 


Uncomfortabie with ambiguity 


Comfortabie with ambiguity 


Pians and pianning-both generai and 
detaiied-are important core activities 


Pian in generai terms to achieve 
objectives but vaiuefiexibiiity and 
innovation 


Doctrine: important 


Doctrine: not important 


Focused on miiitary eiement of foreign 
poiicy 

F ocused on discrete events and 


Focused on aii aspects of foreign poiicy 


activities with pians, objectives, 
courses of action, endstates 
i nfrequent reai-worid contact with 


expectation of an "endstate" 
Day-to-day reai-worid contact with 


opponents or partners in active war 
fighting 

Officer corps commands significant 


partners and opponents in active 
dipiomacy 


numbers of NCOs and eniisted 
personnei 


core (poiiticai and economic) activities 


NCOS and eniisted personnei perform 
many core functions (war fighting) 


Oniy officers engage in core activity 
(diplomacy) 


Leadership: career professionai 
miiitary officers (with the miiitary 
services and in operations) 


Leadership: a mix of politicians, 
academics, policy wonks, and career 
Foreign Service professionals at 
headguarters and in field 


Aii aspects of peace operations, 
inciuding civiiian/dipiomatic, 
becoming more important 


All aspects of peace operations, 
including military, becoming more 
important 


Writing and written word iess 
important, physicai actions more 
important 

Teamwork and management ski i is are 


Writing and written word very 
important. Used extensively in conduct 
of diplomacy 

Individual achievement and innovative 


rewarded, interpersonai ski i is 
important internaiiy 


ideas rewarded, interpersonal skills 
important externally 


Accustomed to appiying iarge 
resources, manpower, eguipment, and 
money to achieve goais 


Accustomed to applying meager 
resources to achieve goals 



Adapted from Robert Johnson, Foreign Service Officer, “Teaching Notes,” Department of 
National Security and Strategy, U.S. Army War College. 

Comparing Military Officers and Foreign 
Service Officers. 
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Army brigade (a typical brigade is about 3,600). The 
Department of State's technology is primitive and 
professional development of the kind that the military does 
isnot promoted. Moreover, unlikethemilitary, Statelacksa 
strong domestic constituency of support. 

The resource barons, those with people, money, 
technical expertise, and equipment reside in the 
Department of Defense (DoD) and the military services. 
Consequently, the military, especially the Army, is 
constantly being asked to provide resources for 
nation-building purposes in such places as Haiti and 
Panama. It is tempting to reach out to DoD because it is the 
only institution with an expeditionary capability and 
fungible resources and expertise. It can get there quickly, 
showtheflag, bring significant resources to bear, stabilizea 
situation, and create an environment secure enough for 
other agencies to operate. Other baronies exist, of course, 
including the Agency for International Development, the 
intelligence community, the Departments of J ustice and 
Commerce, andtheOfficeof National DrugControl Policy. 

F Inal ly, the personnel systems of the various agencies of 
the U.S. Government do not promote professional- 
ization and reward service in interagency jobs. What 
is needed is a systematic effort to develop civilian and 
military cadres that are experts in interagency policy 
coordination, integration, and operations. Some of this 
al ready takes pl ace. M i I i tary offi cers areassi gned to vari ous 
departments (for example, 35 offi cers from al I services work 
in theregional andfunctional bureaus of the Department of 
State). Likewise, diplomats are allocated to military and 
civilian agencies, such as Political Advisors at theregional 
unified commands, the Special Operations Command, to 
peacekeeping and humanitarian missions, various key 
positions in the Pentagon, and the war colleges. These 
programs must be expanded. There ought to be incentives 
for national security professionalism, as there are for 
service and joint activities. For civilians, including 
employees of the Department of State, something akin to 
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the 1986 Gol dwater-N i chol s Act for j oi ntness i n the mi I i tary 
is needed. Promotions should be based not only on 
performance at Foggy Bottom and in embassies abroad, but 
on mandatory interagency tours as well. Similarly, 
professional development incentives should apply to civil 
servants who work in the national security arena. 

Admittedly, mandatory interagencytours would require 
significant changes in personnel systems and career 
tracking. The Report of the National Defense Panel of 1997, 
Transforming Defense: National Security in the 21st 
Century, recommended creating "an interagency cadre of 
professionals, including civil Ian and military officers, whose 
purpose would be to staff key positions in the national 
security structures."^® The Report also recommended a 
national security curriculum for a mix of civilian, military, 
and foreign students. The Defense Leadership and 
Management Program of the Department of Defense, a 
Master's level initiative in national security studies for 
civilian personnel, is an important step in this direction. 

Implications for the Military Professional. 

The changing strategic environment has critical 
i m pi i cat i on s f or ca r eer mi I i t a ry profess! onals.Thenatureof 
futu re warfare i s I i kel y to be more mi I i tary operat i ons other 
than war, requiring more mobile, flexible, and light forces. 
Future war will also require a more intellectual military 
officer, one who understands the imperative of having to 
work with thepanoply of civilian agencies, non-government 
organizations, the national and international media, and 
with foreign armed forces. It is a commonplace of strategy 
that American forces will rarely fight alone again; they will 
do so in coalition. Thus, the strategic Cl ausewitzian trinity 
of the people, the armed forces, and the government now 
encompasses the global community. The implications are 
clear; the military officer will have to develop greater 
diplomatic and negotiating skills, greater understanding of 
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international affairs, greater facility in foreign languages, 
and more than a passing acquaintance with economics. 

Tomorrow's warrior will likely work with civilian 
counterparts across a spectrum of activities short of war. 
These include: strategic planning and budgeting, 
humanitarian assistance, peace operations, counter 
narcotics, counter terrorism, security assistance, 
environmental security, human rights, democratization, 
civil-military relations, arms control, intelligence, war 
pi anni ng and term! nation strategy, command and control of 
forces, continuity of government, post-conflict 
reconstruction, technology transfer, crisis management, 
overseas basing, alliances, non-combatant evacuations, and 
homeland defense. 

The future officer will also need greater appreciation of 
the institutional diversity and complexity of government, 
because of the need to advise a diversity of civilians on the 
utility of military power in complex contingencies that are 
neither peace nor war, as Americans are accustomed to 
think of them. He or she will have to work in tandem with 
civilian agencies and non-government organizations 
unaccustomed to command systems and deliberate 
planning, and who often do not understand the limits of 
military power. Lastly, instruction on the interagency 
system and process should be mandatory for civilians and 
military alike. It must have a sound theoretical foundation 
in national security decisionmaking, strategic planning, 
and organizational behavior, expanded by sophisticated 
case studies of relevant historical experiences. 

What attributes shouldthe military officer bring? Above 
all, the ability to think in terms of all the instruments of 
national power and respect for thefunctions and cultures of 
diverse departments and agencies. Communication skills 
are paramount. The effective interagency player will have 
to write and speak well. He or she will be bilingual, able to 
function in military as well as civilian English. 
Bureaucratic jargon is the enemy of interagency 
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communication. The military briefing, though an excellent 
vehicle for quickly transmitting a lot of information in 
formatted style, is not acceptable. One must be less 
conscious of rank because ranks will vary among the 
representative around a table. A person of lower rank may 
be in charge of a meeting. A sense of humor, patience, 
endurance, and tolerance for ambiguity will help. The 
abi I ity to "stay i n your box" and art! cul atethe perspective of 
your department will be respected. The capacity to 
anticipate issues, to consider the second and third order 
effects from the national level down tothecountry team and 
theater levels, will be invaluable. Finally, the interagency 
requires diplomatic and negotiating skills, the ability to 
network, and mastery of the nuances of bureaucratic 
politics and language.^^ 

The most evolved democracy in the world has the most 
cumbersome national security decisionmaking process in 
the world. Inefficiency is the price the founding fathers 
imposed for democratic accountability. But some of the 
inefficiency isthe result of American strategic culture, with 
its multiplicity of players, plentiful but diffused resources, 
and the propensity to segment peace and diplomacy from 
war and military power. Major structural changes must be 
made in the interagency system in order to harness 
intelligently human talent and resources. It is time to move 
away from a system designed for the problems of 1947 
toward one that is appropriate to the challenges of the next 
century. 
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U.S. Departments and Agencies Involved in 
Foreign Affairs 



White House 

National Security Council 

Office of the Special T rade Representative 

Office of National Drug Control Policy 
National Economic Council 

Department of Defense 

Office of Secretary of Defense 
J oint Chiefs of Staff 
Army, Navy, Air Force, Marines 
On-Site I nspective Agency 

Department of Treasury 

Internal Revenue Service 
United States Customs Service 
Secret Service 

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms 

Department of Agriculture 

Foreign Agricultural Service 

Department of Commerce 

Foreign Commercial Service 
Travel and Tourism Administration 

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Agency 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
I nternational T rade Admininistration 
Trade Commision 

Department of J ustice 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 

Border Patrol 

Drug E nforcement Administration 

U.S. Marshals Service 
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission 
National Central Bureau-International 
Criminal Police Organization 

Department of Transportation 
Coast Guard 

Federal Aviation Administration 
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Department of E nergy 

Assistant Secretary for Defense Programs 

Department of Labor 

Deputy Undersecretary for I nternational Affairs 

Department of State 

U.S. Foreign Service 

United States Information Agency 

Agency for International Development 
Overseas Private I nvestment Corporation 

Department of Health & H uman Services 
Social Security Administration 
Public Health Service 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 

Department of the I nterior 

Assistant Secretary for Territorial & Inti Affairs 

Office of National Drug Control Policy 

I ndependent Agencies 

C entral I ntel I i gence Agency 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Export I mport Bank 

Federal Communications Commission 

Federal Maritime Commission 

Federal Trade Commission 

National Aeronautics & Space Administration 

National Science Foundation 

National Transportation Safety Board 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Panama Canal Commission 

Peace Corps 

U.S. Postal Service 

Congress 

General Accounting Office 

(Those with personnel stationed overseas are indicated in bold. These 
personnel are stationed at U.S. embassies, consulates, missions, U.S. 
military headquarters, U.S. military bases, multilateral organizations 
and deployed in peacekeeping and other roles.) 
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. . . the deep level of commitment and cooperation 
acknowledged by the Secretary of State and the Secretary of 
Defense in executing foreign and security policy established by 
the President. 

14. For specifics, see the telegrams dated J une 6, 1994, from 
USCINCSOUTH,] une8, 1994, from Embassy La Paz, and] une9,1994, 
from Embassy Bogota. 

15. The cl assicstudyof the roleof cultureand turf in government is 
J amesQ. Wilson, Bureaucracy: What Government Agencies Doand Why 
They Do It, NewYork: Harper Col I ins, 1989. Pertinent arethe excel lent 
studies: George T. Raach and liana Kass, "National Power and the 
Interagency Process, "J oint Forces Quarterly, Summer 1995, pp. 8-13; 
DouglasA. Hartwick, 'TheCultureat State, the Services, and Military 
Operations: Bridging the Communication Gap," Washington, DC: 
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National War College, April 12, 1984; Rosemary H ansen and Rick Rife, 
"Defense is from Mars and State is from Venus: Improving 
Communications and Promoting National Security," Palo Alto: 
Stanford University, May 1998. Other impediments to sound 
decisionmaking are: groupthink, information overload, insufficient 
information, lack of time, faulty analogy, insufficient analysis of 
options, and the personal predispositions of the decisionmaker. The 
interaction of these factors are explored in the writings of Irving L. 
J anis, Alexander George, and Graham Allison. 

16. National Defense Panel, Transforming Defense: National 
Security in the 21st Century, Arlington, VA, 1997, p. 66. 

17. There are indirations that even the Department of State, the 
first among equals of the executive departments, is beginning to 
understand the value of strategic planning. See: Secretary's Office of 
Resources, Plans, and Policy, U.S. Department of State, U.S. 
Department of StateStrategic Plan, Washington, DC, September 1997. 
Excellent advice on how military culture should interact with the 
culture of nongovernment organizations during humanitarian relief 
operations, peacekeeping, and stability operations isj udith Stiehm, 
"The Challenge of Civil-Military Cooperation in Peacekeeping," 
Airman-Scholar, Vol. IV, No.l, Winter 1998, pp. 26-35. 

18. M ilitary officers contemplating assignment to the Pentagon or 
civilians wishing to understand how to work with counterparts there 
should read the advice in Perry Smith, Assignment Pentagon: The 
Insider'sGuidetothePotomacPuzzlePalace, 2nded., rev., Washington, 
DC: Brassey's, 1992. 
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CHAPTER 8 



IMPROVING NATIONAL SECURITY 
DECISIONMAKING 



Constantine Menges 



As we look at the issue of improving national security 
decisionmaking, it is important to take a moment to 
recognize that overall, since the end of World War II, the 
United States has been extremely successful in its national 
secu r i ty pol i cy . T h e most i mporta n t exa m pi e of t h at su ccess 
is the fact that the Soviet Union, despite its enormous 
military strength, its range of instruments and its cunning, 
was in fact contained and deterred from launching either a 
nuclear or a conventional war and that, in time, the Soviet 
Union unraveled peacefully. Another example of America's 
enormous success has been the democratic reconstruction 
after World War II of Germany, Italy, Austria, andj apan. 
Thiswasan exceptional act of statesmanship on the part of 
the United States which made it possible for the men and 
women in those countries to establish stable democratic 
political systems. In fact, the history of the last 50 years 
illustrates clearly a fundamental axiom of international 
politics, which isthatthepolitical character of governments 
is most important in determining the foreign policy of 
states. 

Turning to the topic— improving national security 
decisionmaking — I shall provide a few perspectives, offer a 
few examples of problems that have arisen over the last 
decades, bri efi y analyze the reasons for these probi ems, and 
conclude with some suggestions for improving the 
decisionmaking process. 
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Perspectives. 

My former colleague, Dr. Carnes Lord, has written an 
excellent book on this issue, and I agree with him that the 
president is at the center of decisionmaking. The president 
has not only the right but alsotheduty to lead in national 
security decisionmaking since the Constitution specifies 
that it is his fundamental task to assure the "common 
defense". All of the executive branch directly work for the 
president whom weelect. We understand that the president 
has essenti al I y four fu 1 1 ti me j obs: he i s the symbol i c I eader 
of our country, the leader for domestic policy, the leader for 
national securitypolicy,andtheleader of his political party. 
So presidents are always very, very busy and very 
ch a 1 1 en ged to u se t h ei r t i me a n d a ut h or i ty to gr eat est effect . 

Furthermore, each member of the president's cabinet is 
also charged with a range of responsibilities that are 
exceptionally demanding. First, he or she has to implement 
the policies that have already been decided upon. Second, 
each cabinet member hasto manage his or her organization 
while at the same time managing relations with Congress. 
Third, those managing institutions involved in foreign 
policy making have to develop relations with their 
counterparts among our allies and in other key countries. 
This does not leavea lot of time for the fourth task that is, in 
a sense, written in invisible ink: to look to the future in 
prudent anticipation of new problems, issues, and 
opportunities. 

It is also worth emphasizing that there is something 
about all issues of national security decisionmaking that is 
somewhat different from other domains of policy. The 
difference is that conflicting views and judgments among 
the president's advisers are an intrinsic aspect of national 
security decisionmaking. Different individuals, different 
organ izati ons are goi ng to approach the same problem from 
different perspectives. Often they will have different 
understand! ngs about the current facts and trends. But the 
most important reason for conflict is that views about 
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actions taken or not taken today, and about their effects in 
the future, are always matters of judgment— there is 
usually no way of proving the validity of one or another 
policy choice in advance. 

This does not mean that foreign policy judgments are 
derived from guesswork,orthattheopinionofan individual 
who has not thought deeply about a particular situation is 
equal to the opinion of one who has spent his or her 
professional career dealing with similar issues. But it does 
mean that, in the end, conflict— both within and among the 
participants— is intrinsic to national security 
decisionmaking. Under these circumstances, the issue 
a I ways i s: wi 1 1 1 h e conf I i ct be f a i r a n d open a n d h on or a bl e, or 
will it be characterized by manipulation and deception, 
perhaps including the manipulation of the president? 

My 1988 book, I nsidetheNational Security Counci I, was 
written because, in my experience as a national security 
advisor to the president, I witnessed important members of 
the E xecuti ve branch who sought to substitute the! r forei gn 
policy views for the decisions made by the president and 
who also sought to manipulate the decisions made by the 
president. Perhaps this was also part of the reason why Dr. 
Lord wrote his book. We both saw a great deal of deception 
and manipulation, which only compounded the intrinsic 
challenges to good decisionmaking. 

National security issues can be divided into four types. 
Thefirst areissues relating to ongoing policy matters— the 
annual budgets for defense, relations with the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) governments, etc. 
These are important issues, but they are regularized and in 
a sense predictable. The second type are issues relating to 
the use of force. Some well-known examples are: Berlin, 
1948; Korea, 1950; Cuba, 1962; Iran, 1979; Panama, 1989; 
Iraq, 1990; and Kosovo, 1999. I would suggest that, on 
issues relating to the use of force, there is a regularized 
process that more or less works when the issue gets to the 
top and is acted upon. The third kind of issue relates to 
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major policy shifts, where there is a reconsideration of 
policies which have been established toward major 
countries (Russia, China) or on major issues (national 
missile defense). These are issues involving large 
consequences, wheretheretendsto be a pol icy that has been 
settled and perpetuated year after year. Nonetheless, there 
are times when there is a need to consider changing these 
pol i ci es. The fou rth type of i ssue i n vol ves emergi ng th reats 
or opportunities that may require a fundamental 
reassessment of U.S. interests and goals. 

Among the four types of issues listed above, issues 
involving major policy shifts as well as issues involving 
emerging threats or opportunities are the two areas where 
change i n the deci si onmaki ng process i s most needed. Some 
examples will help to illustrate this view. 

Examples. 

The first example is from 1968 when I was at the RAND 
Corporation. At that time, one could look at the long 
established right wing dictatorships in Spain and Portugal 
and say that theauthoritarian rulers were likely to leave in 
the next few years because of thei r advanced age. 1 1 was also 
clear that when these leaders passed away there would be 
an opportunity for democratically inclined individuals in 
these countries to press for political democracy. Atthesame 
time, however, there would also be an opportunity for the 
clandestine but well -organized Communist parties in these 
countries to move those countries into the Communist 
sphere. It was also reasonable to expect that the Soviet 
Union would try to make this happen. 

My suggestion in 1968 was that in the few remaining 
years beforethe crisis hit, the West should begin to identify, 
analyze, and assess which groups and individuals favor^ 
democracy, and then use appropriate means to encourage 
and help them. There were institutions in Europe, 
especially in Germany, that could have been helpful in 
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doingthis. Unfortunately, in Washington, DC,therewasno 
interest and no proactive strategy. 

What happened? What happened is illustrated by the 
revelation of former Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) 
Director William Colby, whom I respect very much. In his 
memoirs, Colby notes that in 1974theCI A closed its station 
in Lisbon, Portugal tosavetwojobslotsbecausetherewasa 
temporary government freeze or job reduction at the time. 
Concurrently, the Soviet Union worked to radicalize a small 
element of the Portuguese military which staged a coup in 
1974. The Soviet Union conducted with skill a major covert 
operation in support of the Portuguese Communist Party, 
flying the Portuguese Communist Party leader back home 
from Moscow. The result was that in a matter of months, 
Portugal began to move rapidly intotheCommunist orbit. If 
Portugal had become communist in 1974-1975, it is my 
judgment that Spain, following Franco's death in 1975, 
could well have followed and NATO could have been faced 
with two new Warsaw Pact members, with populations 
totaling 35 million people, on its western border. Given 
Soviet assertiveness in the 1970s, its military buildup, its 
success in helping 11 new pro-Soviet regimes take power 
(including Vietnam, Afghanistan, and Nicaragua) such a 
defeat in Western Europe could have had very negative 
consequences. Fortunately, the situation was turned 
around in time, but ittook quitea bitof last-minuteeffort. If 
it had not been turned around, it could have been an 
extremely dangerous situation. 

Inthelate 1970s, a destabilization process began in Iran. 

I n this case, there were essentially three competing groups. 
A group of moderates who wanted constitutional 
government, radical Islamic elements, and the Iranian 
Communist Party and allied groups supported, as it had 
been in 1944 and again in 1953, by the Soviet Union. For 
many months in 1977 and 1978, I urged the Carter 
administration to give serious attention to the events in 
I ran and I proposed a strategy of political preventive action 
desi gned to hel p the I ranian moderates i n coal iti on with the 
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military to move toward a constitutional transition, 
perhaps under a constitutional monarchy as in Spain. 
Unfortunately, the U.S. Government's response to this 
was— no time, no interest, and no action— until the final 
weeks when it was too late. And here we are, more than 20 
years later, with a regime in Iran that hopefully might 
become more moderate, but one that remains a serious 
threat to the United States and its allies and is seeking 
weapons of mass destruction. I believe that this situation 
could have been prevented if there had been timely action, 
but none was taken. 

Another example of missed opportunities has been 
Russia since 1992. With the dissolution ofthe Soviet Union 
and Russian president Boris Yeltsin's ascent to power, the 
U nited States was presented with an enormous opportunity 
to help encourage the building of genuinely democratic 
parties, democratic labor unions, and democratic 
institutional infrastructure that could have supported both 
the democratic transition process and the efforts led by 
Senators Samuel Nunn and Richard Lugar to radically 
reduce the Russian nuclear threat. The remarkable thing 
about the Russian case is that, in spite of the fact that 
presidents George Bush and Bill Clinton publicly espoused 
these goals, and in spite of the fact that the United States 
invested more than 25 billion dollars in direct assistance to 
the former Soviet Union, and more than 140 billion dollars 
in overall assistancetothedemocracies, very littlewas done 
to help build democratic political parties and trade unions. 
In October 1992, the U.S. Congress enacted the Freedom 
Support Act, proposed by President Bush, which provided 
billions in assistance for post-Communist Russia. Taking 
office in January 1993, these funds were available to 
President Clinton, but hedid nottakehold of this issueand 
really lead national policy, as President Harry S. Truman 
had done with the Marshall Plan. There was a large but 
ineffectual effort to help the Russian people succeed in their 
aspirations for an effective democratic transition. This was 
probablythehighest national security priority of theU nited 
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States duri ng the 1990s i n I ight of thefact that Russia, with 
its remaining 6,000 operational strategic nuclear missiles 
continues to pose such a potential military threat and 
because the political character of the regime in Moscow 
makes such an enormous difference for the world. 

Another example that the national security 
decisionmaking system is regrettably flawed in thedomain 
of anticipating events is the tragedy of former Yugoslavia 
duringtheearly 1990s. I n the spring of 1991, right afterthe 
end of the Gulf War, there was an attempt to inform the 
Executive branch leadership that there was a high 
probability of war in Yugoslavia, and that this might bethe 
time for preventive diplomacy. As we now know, preventive 
diplomacy did not occur. I n fact, theU.S. Secretary of State 
flew to Yugoslavia the day before the war began— a little 
late. 

Likewise, in 1993 after 2 years of war and enormous 
suffering, a plan was presented to two members of the 
Clinton foreign policy cabinet, to help those in Serbia and 
other parts of the former Yugoslavia who wanted 
democracy: to help them to organize; to help them to set up 
broadcasting facilities; tohelpthem end the dictatorship of 
Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic through political 
means by providing political assistance, as the United 
States knows how to do and has done in the past. This was 
not done in 1993 or for years thereafter. We know the 
consequences have included much more suffering, 
bloodshed, displacement of populations in this region and, 
in 1999, the very real risk of a major confrontation with 
Russia (and perhapsits "strategicpartner"China)following 
the NATO attacks against Serbian forces. 

Last, a current example: starting in the fall of 1998, it 
was suggested to senior officials in the Clinton 
administration that Colonel Hugo Chavez of Venezuela, a 
candidate for the presidency of that country, would in all 
likelihood establish a radical military bas^ dictatorship 
that would beallied with the Castro regime, the communist 



201 




guerillas in Colombia, and other anti -democratic groups in 
Latin America. The strategic consequence for the United 
States could be highly negative because Colonel Chavez 
would control approximately two to three billion dollars 
annually in oil revenues which would givehimtheabilityto 
finance his radical activities including destabilizing appeals 
to elements of the military in other Latin American 
countries and possible geopolitical cooperation with 
anti-U.S. oil producers such as I rag, I ran, and Libya. 

This assessment was based upon the fact that Colonel 
Chavez had been a leftist radical ever since his days as a 
military academy student, had for years attempted to 
organize a radical movement within the Venezuelan 
military, had in 1992 allied with thesmal I Castro-supported 
Venezuelan armed Communist movements and elements of 
the Venezuelan military to attempt a coup against a 
democratically elected president, and had worked closely 
with the Colombian Communist guerillas after he received 
amnesty in 1995. The judgment, which was repeated to 
senior U.S. government officials in February and March 
1999 (a month beforethis analysis was presented) was that 
as President of Venezuela, Chavez would use 
pseudo-constitutional means and disguised coercion to 
establish his defacto dictatorship but would seek to remain 
on rhetorical ly good terms with the U nited States, conti nue 
as a major foreign oil supplier to the United States, and 
would not interfere with U.S. and other foreign business 
oper at i on s i n V en ez u el a . E ssen t i a 1 1 y , C h a vez wou I d u se t h e 
Chinese approach of deriving economic benefits from the 
United States and other democracies while pursuing those 
internal and international policies he decided upon. 

Given Venezuela's 40 years as a political democracy and 
the existence of two strong democratic political parties, 
independent labor unions, media, and the institutions of 
civil society, the proposal madetothe U.S. Government was 
that encouragement should be given to the democratic 
partiesof Venezuela— discredited by poor performance and 
some corruption— to choose new leadership and unite to 
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compete in the presidential election and thereafter use the 
political and other institutionsofVenezuela to restrain and 
counter the authori tari an tendenci es and acti ons of Col on el 
Chavez. It was also proposed that under the terms of a 
u n a n i mou s 199 1 0 r ga n i zat i on of A mer i ca n States deci si on , 
all member governments would work together to preserve 
democracy if threatened from within by any member 
country, and that the United States would work discreetly 
to su pport a coa I i t i on of L at i n A mer i ca n democraci es to h el p 
thedemocratic movement in Venezuela and closely monitor 
the negative actions of Colonel Chavez. The U.S. 
Government decided to take no action, and the coming 
months and years will reveal how seriously this may 
threaten U.S. national security interests. 

Analysis. 

What explains a frequent pattern where the national 
security decisionmaking institutions, staffed by individuals 
who are well meaning, experienced, and intelligent, do not 
take the time to examine seriously emerging potential 
future threats? 

The following are four possible explanations. First is 
what I call the paradox of foresight. This involves the irony 
that, when a problem is still small enough to be dealt with 
preventively it is usually too small to generate interest, let 
alone consensus, at any level in the national 
decisionmaking process. Second, there is the intrinsic 
unprovability of judgments about future opportunities or 
threats. The present is the present, but the future is 
conjectural. Most people tend to view the future as a 
continuation of the present, and discontinuities are always 
seen as somewh at anomalousandunlikely.Thisisanatural 
reflex, and usually correct. 

Third, most emerging national security problems are 
complex, multifaceted, and very political in nature. This 
means that they do not fall easily within any one agency's 
jurisdiction. The Department of State always seeks to 
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control all aspects of foreign policy, but in fact it prefers to 
conduct diplomacy— that is, negotiate with governments. 
The Department of Defense is very focused on its primary 
functions of deterring serious threats, preparing to prevail 
in nuclear and conventional wars, and managing current 
deployments and ongoing operations. Defense tends not to 
belookingfor new problemsand issues. The Cl A, which has 
the primary responsibility for looking ahead, is at times 
limited by the "mindset" problem of prevailing consensus 
thinking within the organization, as well as by its 
reluctanceto bring unproven and therefore low probability 
contingencies to the attention of policymakers. As an 
organization, it is also often reluctant to move toward new 
tasks and responsibilities in direct political action, given the 
problems that it confronts with congressional oversight and 
public criticism when thereare visible setbacks. 

A fourth reality that undermines the ability of 
decision makers to respond to new threats and opportunities 
has to do with the indispensability of presidential 
leadership in a situation when every president is faced with 
immense demands on his attention and time. 
Understandably, presidents are not looking for new 
problemsand issues. On the other hand,they donot wantto 
be surprised by events. President] immy Carter illustrated 
this fact in a letter which he wrote to then CIA Director 
Stansfi eld Turner (which, remarkably enough, was quoted 
inthenational mediaaboutan hour or two after it was sent). 
To paraphrase, the handwritten note said: Dear Stan, I am 
so disappointed that the CIA failed to alert me to the 
problems in I ran and that now wefacethis enormous crisis. 

When it comes to issues involving major policy shifts, all 
of the problems that I have just mentioned apply, but they 
are compounded by two other difficulties. The first is that 
current policy obviously has its strong supporters both 
within the government and outside the government. 
Second, the risks of continuing a policy always seem to be 
much less than the risks of changing it. 
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Suggestions. 



We now come to the question, how do we improve the 
decisionmaking process? How do we move toward doing 
better in the future? Let us start with the fact that, in the 
post World War 1 1 era, the national security decisionmaking 
process virtually always involves four organizations and 
three different decisionmaking levels within the main 
institutions. The National Security Council, Department of 
State, Department of Defense, and the CIA are the four 
principal organizations. The three decisionmaking levels 
above the operational level are: 

1. the i nteragency grou p at the assi stant secretary I evel ; 

2. the undersecretary/deputy secretary level (often 
called the senior interagency group); and 

3. theNational Security Council as the convening group 
in which members of the cabinet and their key staff discuss 
issues with the president. 

If one studies all of the presidential administrations 
since the enactment of the National Security Act of 1947, 
whatever the particular nomenclature, this is essentially 
how things haveworked. This system, in my view, is likely 
to stay with us. The question then becomes— how does one 
improve the system so that it performs more effectively? 

My recommendation is that, to cope with emerging 
potential threats and opportunities, thegovernment should 
establish a system of monthly interagency meetings at 
which time would be set aside for discussion and analysis 
relating to emerging threats and opportunities. This would 
occur in two phases. First there would be an unclassified 
discussion which woul d draw upon theski I Is and judgments 
of experts who are not currently i n the E xecuti ve branch but 
who have concerns about specific major issues. This could 
include individuals at universities, at the military analysis 
and educational institutions, at the RAND Corporation, 
Center for Naval Analysis, and so forth. There would need to 
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be staff that winnows out suggestions, papers, published 
arti cl es and op-eds i n order to have a reasonabi e range and 
number of presentations, but the meeting should certainly 
involve people who feel that current policy should be 
changed. 

Government participants would be the interagency 
principals at both the assistant secretary and the 
under/deputy secretary levels. They would listen to the 
presentations, discuss them with the experts who have 
presented, but not necessarily offer their views. 

I mmediately following (or perhaps a week or so later), there 
should be a classified meeting of the principals at the 
assistant and under/deputy secretary level to discuss the 
issues raised by the outside experts and to decide whether 
any of these issues should lead to new analytic work within 
the government or whether any should be brought to the 
president at a National Security Council meeting. This 
approach al lows the government to reconsider the existi ng 
consensus views by drawing upon the enormous wealth of 
talentthat exists in the country — informed experts whoare 
not busy with the day-to-day activities of government. 

When it comes to major policy shift issues, such asU.S. 
policy toward Russia, China, or national missile defense, I 
wou I d r ecom men d t h at t h ese i ssu es be r evi ewed i n t h e sa me 
way, no less than once every 6 months. Once again, the 
review process should start at the interagency level and 
then move up to the National Security Council level. And 
once again, the system should be designed so that experts 
are brought in from the outside to provide different 
perspectives in the unclassified meeting. This is oneway in 
which the policy leaders within theU.S. Government could 
obtain a wide range of opinions and advice in order to test 
and stretch their own thinking. At the same time, the 
system needs to be flexible enough to allow individuals in 
the government to consult candidly with each other about 
whether they want to move a particular issue up to the 
presidential level. 
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A last point is that, when we think about the 
decisionmaking process, the key organization serving the 
president needs to be the National Security Council staff, 
which acts as the president's eyes and ears in the Executive 
branch. It is the group of individuals who do not have 
day-to-day program management responsibilities; instead 
they work directly for the president who is accountable to 
the American people for the results of national security 
policy. 

The National Security Council staff has four intrinsic 
responsi bi I ities. F i rst, to assure that the presi dent has ful I 
i nformati on to make the key deci si ons that need to be made, 
and that the policy debate is fair, with all relevant agencies 
having a fair hearing before the president. Second, to 
monitor the implementation of decisions made by the 
president (which are usually written in theform of national 
security decision directives). Third, to coordinate the 
political, economic, military, and intelligence aspects of the 
U .S. pol i cy. And fou rth to provi de i nformati on that hel ps the 
president of the United States deal effectively with 
emerging threats and opportunities and make major policy 
changes when they are needed. Therefore the National 
Security Council staff should serve as the custodian of the 
two-stage process that I have outi i ned. 

In order for the NSC staff to perform these functions 
effectively for the president, the senior staff members for 
each part of the world and for each major functional area 
should be individuals who are independent of the existing 
executive agencies. A Foreign Servi ce Offi cer or a military 
or Cl A officer on a 1-year or 2-year assignment can makean 
important contribution to the National Security Council 
(NSC) staff. But heor she is going to be tied, to some extent, 
to the perspectives of his or her agency which also will 
decide on their promotions and future assignments. I 
bel i evethat the pattern that has grown out of havi ng mostly 
Foreign Service Officers staff the key positions in the NSC 
essentially gives the president two Departments of State. 
One Department of State may have much to contri bute, but 
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two is one too many for any president. The issue of the 
independence of the senior NSC officials is very important 
because every president depends on these individuals to 
keep him in charge of foreign policy. 

These suggested changes would not place an 
unreasonable burden on the national security institutions. 
The open meetings I am suggesting would be of no more 
than two hours duration, perhaps ten times each year. If 
they helped to prevent one major crisis over a three-year 
period, this would have been time well spent. Obviously, 
doing this would require a National Security Council staff 
that is fair-minded, brings issues forward, and reaches out 
to people with different points of view. This innovation 
might well significantly improve the national security 
dec! si onmaki ng process i n the domai ns of pol i cy change and 
prudent foresight. 
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CHAPTER 9 



SERVANTS, SUPPLICANTS, OR SABOTEURS: 
THE ROLE OF THE UNIFORMED OFFICER 
AND THE CHANGING NATURE OF AMERICA'S 
CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS 



J ohn Hillen 



Nations which develop a properly balanced pattern of 
civil-military relations have a great advantage in the search 
for security. They increase their likelihood of reaching the 
right answers to the operating issues of military policy. 
Nations which fail to develop a balanced pattern of 
civil-military relations squander their resources and run 
uncalculated risks. 

Samuel Huntington 
TheSoldier and theState 

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization's (NATO's) 
1999 war against Serbia over Kosovo has been analyzed in 
many different contexts. Much has been made over the 
conflict's implications for NATO's future, transatlantic 
relations in general, humanitarian intervention policy, 
Balkan stability, and many other areas. But the way in 
which Kosovo illuminated the contemporary angst over 
America's civil-military relations is worth highlighting. In 
the end, more questions were raised than answered about 
the role of the uniformed officer in the nation's strategic 
affairs. Kosovo showed that America has not yet found the 
post-Cold War ci vi l-mi litary boundaries between dissent vs. 
disloyalty, political identity vs. politicization, and advice vs. 
interference. 

When viewing Kosovo through a civil-military prism, an 
inescapable irony becomes clear. Although Kosovo was a 
war waged by a governing elite whose formative political 
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experience was protesting American involvement in 
Vietnam, the strategy was eerily similar. Like Vietnam, the 
United States decided to use coercive force in Kosovo to 
induce a change in the behavior of one party to an internal 
conflict. Like Vietnam, U.S. military power was applied 
incrementally— gradually escalating as it became obvious 
that preceding actions were failing. Like Vietnam, there 
was considerable ambiguity over how the military 
pressure— even if "effectively" applied— could lead to a 
sustainable political solution. Like Vietnam, few were sure 
what "effective" meant, or how it could be measured.^ Like 
Vietnam, thej oint Chi efs of Staff werefairly united in their 
early opposition tothe president's strategy. It appears that, 
at least in the early stages of both conflicts, the main 
difference between these episodes was that only in Kosovo 
did theJ oint Chiefs immediately disassemble in public by 
leaking their displeasure to the press.^ 

The lessons of Vietnam were very much in the minds of 
America's military leaders at the start of the Kosovo 
Operation. Indeed, the single most influential book among 
senior military leaders in this country over the past several 
years has been H.R. M cM aster's Derel i cti on of Duty: Lyndon 
J ohnson, Robert McNamara, thej oint Chiefs of Staff, and 
theLiesThat Led toVietnam. I n the book, McM aster brings 
to light the way in which thej oint Chiefs accepted the 
strategy of graduated pressure in Vietnam even though 
theyfelt, from the very beginning, that theeffort wasfatally 
flawed. McM aster concludes that President J ohnson got 
exactly the advice he wanted because he made clear to the 
chiefs that he would accept only military advice that 
conformed with his political agenda. The chiefs complied. 

Only months before the start of the Kosovo operation 
McM aster briefed thej oint ChiefsandtheCommander's in 
Chief of the military's regional commands. These men had 
all been junior officers during Vietnam. Hetold them, 

I n telling the story of how and why decisions were made in the 

period 1963 to 1965 that slowly transformed our commitment 
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[in Vietnam] from an advisory and support effort into an 
American War, I found that the nature of the civil-military 
rel at i onsh i p prevented the] oi nt C h i efs of Staff from provi ding 
their best military advice to the National Command 
Authority. Indeed, an insidious relationship between the 
nation's top civilian and military officials rendered President 
Lyndon J ohnson's Administration incapable of dealing 
effectively with the complexity of the situation in Vietnam.^ 

It was with this denouement in mind that thej ointChiefsof 
Staff confronted Kosovo. For military planners, Kosovo 
meant ambiguous, contradictory, and unattainable goals, 
self-imposed constraints designed to fit political agendas, 
and the incremental and indecisive application of force. The 
conflict was waged in a way that was so fundamentally at 
odds with contemporary military thinking that the 
Pentagon was quite happy to have the press attach 
responsi bi I i ty di recti y to the Secretary of State— I abel i ng it 
"Madeleine's War." One can only speculate whether the 
Joint Chiefs were keeping in mind the regrets of the 
V i et n am era's "f i ve si I ent men " wh en t h ey sent a cl ea r pu bl i c 
message to the P resi dent i n thefi rst weeks of the campai gn : 
"If thisfails, we are not going down with you." 

Wasthisthe real civil-military lesson of Vietnam? That 
the role of senior uniformed military officers is to give the 
President their honest military advice, and upon it not 
being taken, cover their reputations through the good 
offices of the Washington Post?Onewould hopenot. Andyet 
there is tremendous confusion among both 
communities— pol itical and mi I itary— about the 
relationship between their respective leaders over matters 
strategic. Much of the confusion stems from some recent 
episodes that have pushed civil-military relations toward a 
post-Cold War nadir. Observers are familiar with the 
(sometimes thinly) veiled strain between an administration 
whose political elite struggled to avoid service in Vietnam 
and a military elite who fought there as junior officers. 
Besides that, the relationship between Congress and the 
senior military is particularly strained. The extraordinary 
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timing of military actions against Iraq and 
Sudan/Afghanistan in 1998 led many on the Hill to think 
that the Joint Chiefs were complicit in "Wag the Dog" 
strategies. Recent hearings have been marked by 
acrimonious challenges to senior military leaders' 
integrity.'^ Many congressional leaders seem to privately 
view the Joint Chiefs as obsequious executive branch 
"yes-men" rather than objective leaders with the best 
i nterests of thecountry and theenti regovernment i n mi nd. 

To repair these views and bridge these gaps, the role of 
the uniformed officer must be recast in the context of 
America's new civil-military environment. While Samuel 
Huntington, S. E. Finer, Morris J anowitz, and others 
provided early markers, today's environment requires that 
new thought be given to the same questions they sought to 
answer in their time.^ The extraordinary changes in the 
strategi c en vi ronment and the domesti c pol i ti cal scene have 
rendered their classic works models rather than guides. 
There is not the space here for a complete exposition of the 
new civil-military environment and what is likely toshape 
it over the next decades. It ishelpful, however, to survey the 
state of the debate about this environment and lay the 
foundation for some recommendations about the role of the 
uniformed officer in the future. 

America's Civil-Military Future: Crisis or 
Transition? 

Two schools of thought dominate the contemporary 
debateover theci vi l-mi I itary present and future. Oneschool 
maintains that there is a crisis in civil-military relations. 
There are four basi c el ements to this crisis. 

The first sign of crisis is that the military is becoming 
more outspoken on matters of strategy and pol i cy— areas i n 
wh i ch t he mi I i tary i s merel y to ad vi se ci vi I i a n I eaders before 
executing their decisions.® This school holds former 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs Colin Powell in particular 
disdain for his very public resistance to newly elected 
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President Bill Clinton's decisions regarding homosexuals 
serving in the military and the possibility of an armed 
intervention in Bosnia in 1993. Powell has since been 
succeeded by a more pliant set of Chairmen appointed by 
the Clinton administration, but adherents to this school of 
thought still maintain that the problem has been 
institutionalized. With the passage of the 
Goldwater-Nichols Act in 1986, the Chairman has received 
a disproportionate amount of influence that could well lead 
to challenges to civil authority. 

The second element of crisis is the growing gap between 
the military and civilian cultures in America.' Those who 
warn of this trend speak not only of a physical disconnect 
between the military and society (due to a smaller 
profess! onal force servi ng an ever grow! ng country) but of a 
"nearly unbridgeable cultural divide."^ The military and 
society will notonly have less contact with each other inthe 
future, they will develop diametrically opposing cultural 
val ues. Adherentstothese i deas mai ntai n that thi s wi 1 1 1 ead 
to an insular and resentful military that will hold a 
deteriorating American society in contempt. Moreover, this 
military will hold itself in too high a regard to bethe humble 
servant and protector of American society.Theseideashave 
captivated many public leaders. The Secretary of Defense, 
among other top officials, has stated that "reconnecting the 
military to society" is a top priority. 

The third element is related to the first two in that a 
separate crisis could develop from the growing divide 
between military and civilian leadership. Increasingly, the 
two communities are "raised" apart and do not share 
formative experiences that might give them compatible 
world views and values when they come to leadership 
positions in their respective communities. Many observers 
maintain that this is a long-term trend and not a 
phenomenon particular to the Clinton Administration. 

Finally, thefourth element of a continuing civil -military 
crisis is the overt politicization of the uniformed military. 
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Warnings here are painted against a somewhat idealized 
backdrop of a professional military that was scrupulously 
apolitical until the past 25 years. Adherents maintain that 
since the 1970s, the uniformed military— especially the 
officer corps— has become overwhelmingly and actively 
Republican, conservative, and evangelically Christian.^ A 
separateobservation has been madeaboutthepoliticization 
of recenti y reti red mi I itary offi cers whose endorsements are 
sought by political leaders and whoarethen rewarded with 
political spoils for their services. 

As one might expect, there is a separate set of observers 
(of whom I am one) who maintain that there is no 
civil-military crisis. According to this group, what the 
United States is experiencing is merely the pains of 
transition due to changes in the political and strategic 
landscape. 

I n r espon se to t h e f i r st "ch a r ge" of u n reason a bl e mi I i t a ry 
dissent from civilian dictates, I would answer that 
profess! onal di ssent i s requi red at ti mes, wh i I e di si oyal ty i n 
the execution of civilian orders can never be tolerated. 
Despite the warnings of the crisis school of thought, there 
has been no evidence of the latter— even in its smallest 
form. I n fact, thegreater danger tothecivi l-mi I itary balance 
comes from the opposite, when senior military leaders feel 
obliged to be policy lap-dogs for civilian officials, or when 
they work their dissent through disingenuous channels of 
bureaucratic obfuscation and under-cutting. As McM aster 
warned about Vietnam, the suppression of honest dissent 
can accumulate with nefarious effect. In the best recent 
defense of an active "voice" for senior mi I itary leaders, Sam 
Sarkesian wrote. 

Disagreements that arise among the military, the president, 
and members of Congress should not be stifled, as was the case 
during the Vietnam War, but should be aired honestly without 
prejudicetothe military's obedienceto, and implementation of, 
civilian directives. Nor should the armed forces wait until a 
debateoccurs before presenting its perspective and objectionsto 
a given policy line. Military professionals ought to be as free to 
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make known their technical judgments as engineers, 
scientists, or doctors without conjuring fears that they are 
trying to escape civilian control. The alternative, after all, is to 
perpetuate the timidity, extreme defensiveness, and fear of 
criticism from the pubi ic and Congress that seems to pervade 
themilitary today.“ 

Promoting such a role for the uniformed military will 
undoubtedly cause friction— something that the senior 
political and military officials seem determined to avoid in 
the politically correct and thoroughly "spun" world in which 
they operate. This sort of friction, however, is natural and 
healthy in a democracy. Moreover, it is part and parcel of 
America's civil-military history— a successful tale in 
general but one not without the friction that accompanies 
constructive political engagement on the part of the 
military. As General Matthew Ridgway warned in his 
memo! rs. 

Civilian authorities must scrupulously respect the integrity, 
the i ntel lectual honesty, of its officer corps. Any effort to force 
unanimity of view, to compel adherence to some 
politico-military "party line" against the honestly expressed 
views of responsible officers ... is a pernicious practice which 
jeopardizes rather than protects the integrity of the military 
profess! on. 

I will not dwell on thesecond "charge" of thecrisisschool, 
as I have written on it elsewhere. It is worth noting here 
however that thethree pri nd pal tenets of this charge areal I 
eminently disputable. First, while there is a growing gap 
between the military and society, it is characterized by a 
divergence in shared experience and understanding— not 
an antagonistic cultural divide. Despite declining 
partici pati on from the populace, the mi I itary remai ns oneof 
themost admired institutions in America and thereis little 
evidence that any segment of the population other than a 
smal I port! on of the el i te begrudges the armed servi ces thei r 
martial culture and particular ethos. Second, it is not 
fundamentally unhealthy, nor remotely dangerous ipso 
facto, for a democracy to have a military and a greater 
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society that differ from each other in their values, culture, 
and ethos. What serious observer would maintain that they 
must have exactly congruent cultures in order toco-exist in 
a free society? Last, momentum gained from the first two 
tenets, which results in calls to "close the gap" by making 
the military accommodate contemporary societal mores, 
will in the end hurt society more than help it. Not only will 
such calls force a lowest cultural common denominator 
approach on the mi I itary, they wi 1 1 removefrom the mi I i tary 
the very ethos that it needs for the missions that alone 
justify its existence. 

On the matter of the third charge, I agree that military 
and civilian leadership today has less in common than at 
any other time in recent American history. Similarly, on the 
fourth charge, I agree that the officer corps is more overtly 
Republican and conservative than in the past. But both of 
these facts are phenomena, not necessarily 
civil -mi I itary emergencies. The distinction is profound. 
Both facts are rooted in the Vietnam conflict and can be 
explained by the socio-political evolution of this country 
over the past 30 years. I n that short span, one pol iti cal party 
(which has held the White House for the last 7 years) 
accommodated the anti-war movement, neo-Marxism, 
radical environmental ism, feminism, multi culturalism, gay 
rights, and other socio-political movements that were 
anathema to a conservative, traditional institution such as 
the military. To many in uniform during this period, it 
seemed that the Democrats left the military and then 
blamed it for looking Republican. I suspect that the friction 
between civilian and military leaders and the political 
imbalance in the services will re-adjust themselves over 
time. The effects of the "cultural wars" that started in 1968 
will take at least another generation to wash out. More 
important, despite these alleged "problems," there have 
been no civil-military incidents of any note that have 
resulted. Some bruised egosand political sensibilities aside, 
these issues appear to be sociological phenomena that have 
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had no discernible negative impact on civil-military 
rel ations. 

Nonethel ess, thefact that there has been no "Seven Days 
in May" occurrence does not mean all is well. Indeed, it is 
incumbent on both the civilian and military 
communities— as well as adherents to both schools of 
thought about the current state of affairs— to join in 
producing a set of rules for civil-military relations in the 
future. In order to do this, one must place the immutable 
aspects of Ameri can ci vi I -mi I i tary rel ati ons i n the context of 
the changing civil-military environment. This exercise 
makes clearer the quest! ons that need to be asked about the 
shape of America's civil-military future. I offer here some 
thoughts on how to understand and evaluate the shifting 
dynamics that will shape this future. By better 
understanding the context in which they will emerge, 
American leaders can begin to discern the parameters of 
successful civil-military relations much as Huntington and 
others did two generations ago. 

The New Landscape and What it Portends. 

Ultimately, the new boundaries of civil-military 
relations —while rooted firmly in the Constitution and the 
ruleof law— will be subjective in nature. The lines between 
political engagement and political interference, between 
political identity and politicization, and between 
constructive dissent and destructive disloyalty will be hotly 
debated and not clearly seen. There are six variables 
shaping the development of those lines today and in the 
near future. 

• The lack of consensus over strategy and the use of 
mi I itary force. U Iti mately, ci vi l-mi I itary relations are 
determined by three sets of pressures: legal, societal, 
and functional. Disagreement over thefunctional role 
of the military in America's affairs will keep 
civil-military relations in a constant state of 
agonizing flux. The famous exchange between Colin 
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Powell and Secretary of State Madeleine Albright 
over the use of the military is perhaps the best known 
exampleof this. Fundamental differences over the use 
of the military in so-called Operations Other Than 
War are likely to continue and perhaps even get 
worse. This is curious for historians, who know for 
instance that in over 275 shooting military 
deploymentssincel789, theU.S. military has been in 
only five declared wars. Despite that history, 
"warfighting" remains the dominant physical and 
psychological template on which the nation builds 
and drills its forces. This split between what the 
military is doing day-to-day and who it thinks it is at 
its core will continue to tear at the fabric of 
civil-military relations for the foreseeable future. A 
clear and cohesive national security strategy (rather 
than the public relations pabulum the White House 
issues today) would go a long way toward reconciling 
these strains. 

• The relative sophistication of the political and 
military communities have gone in opposite 
di recti ons.^^ Since the end of the Vietnam conflict, 
which the military views as being lost by a 
combination of McNamara's whiz kids and feckless 
political leaders, the uniformed services have 
struggled mightily to increase their own political 
acumen and sophistication. It is not unusual today to 
seedozens of junior officers destined for headquarters 
staff jobs gaining advanced degrees in public policy 
and political science at the best universities in 
America. On the other hand, civilian leaders are 
increasingly unaware of military science, or of the 
history, culture, and traditions of the armed forces. 
Programs to encourage participation and education in 
military affairs should beatop priority for the upper 
ranks of the civil service dealing with strategic 
matters. Without them, the uniformed military will 
fill the knowledge vacuum with savvy officers who 
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will takethe political initiative and thereby incur the 
distrust and resentment of civilian leaders. 

• Goldwater-Nichols merely fired the first salvo in an 
organizational war between the services over the 
issueof jointness. The continuing evolution of this set 
of policies and processes will shape civil-military 
relations for some time to come. Since 
Goldwater-Nichols, the powers and prestige of the 
J oint Staff, the Chairman, and the Secretary of 
Defense have risen. Ironically, the powers of the 
civilians in the office of the Secretary of Defense have 
diminished. This is principally because while the 
civilians are busy setting policy, the individual 
services— armed with over 85 percent of the Pentagon 
budget and under al most no constrai nts on how they 
spend it— are building the forces they wish to see in 
order to execute their particular vision. In a large 
bureaucracy, those with the budget authority make 
the policy. So long as the policy makers (civilians) are 
separated from those who plan and build the forces 
(military), a fundamental disconnect will remain that 
will skew not only America's strategy— but its 
civil-military relations.^'^ 

• The growing gap between the military and society is 
real and must be addressed by policy. As noted above, 
the gap between the military and society on issues of 
cultureand values is onethat has always existed and 
should remain. It should, of course, be managed by 
good civil-military policies but there is certainly no 
need to "close the gap" by making the military look 
more I i ke sod ety at large. There is, however, a need to 
address the gap in shared experience, understanding, 
and appreciation that comes from fewer and fewer 
Americans having contact with their military. Along 
with others, I have written about potential solutions 
to this problem.^^ In general, the military must adopt 
much bolder personnel and public relations policies in 
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order to cycle more of America— both physically and 
psychologically— through its ranks. With a series of 
eminently achievable policies directed at a related 
problem— the lack of interest in public service among 
American elites— the military could make great 
strides to fix this area of friction as well. 

• Finally, the uniformed military can help reduce its 
civil-military angst by reconnecting not only with 
America at large, but also with the rest of its 
government. As General Fred Weyand has noted, 
'The American Army is not so much an arm of the 
Executive Branch as it is an arm of the American 
people."^® Improving the relationship with 
Congress— toinclude consultation over policy and not 
merely budgetary issues— would restore the proper 
structure of the Clausewitzian trinity between the 
military, the people, and the government. Congress, 
after all, represents two sides of the trinity— the 
people and the government. In recent times, our 
civil-military relationship has treated the President 
as the government and polls or editorial pages as the 
will of the people. This is a profoundly 
anti-constitutional set of devicesand has thrown our 
entire civil-military system out of balance. As one 
constitutional scholar noted, the American system is 
"an invitation to struggle" between the branches of 
government over issues relating to foreign and 
defense policy. Thus Madison and others accepted 
some inefficiencies for the sake of democratic 
governance and civilian control. McM aster noted that 
thej oint Chiefs of theVietnam era werecomplicit in 
helping the President to "circumvent the 
constitution." I fthe nation does not restorethe proper 
role of Congress and the relationship between 
Congress and the military, we could face this problem 
again. 
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By recognizing the shifting variables that shape 
America's civil-military relations, both the political and 
military communities can work to restorea proper rolefor 
the uniformed officer and a healthy relationship between 
these two parties. It should be emphasized that themilitary 
must be involved in this process and not merely accept new 
rules of civil-military relations. Civilian control of the 
mi I itary is a hal I mark of modern democraci es but it does not 
mean that the mi I itary cannot partici pate i n deci di ng on the 
nature of a healthy civil-military balance. In the past few 
years, most senior uniformed leaders have shrunk from 
entering the contemporary debates outlined here. It is, for 
instance, amazing to me that the only public officials who 
have taken the opportunity to address the "gap" issue from 
the perspective of the military are those civilians whose 
seminal experience was in avoiding military service. 
Uniformed leaders must participate in the discussions and 
decisions that will shape America's civil -mi I itary future. To 
not do so is to doom civil-military relations to a rocky road 
for some ti me to come. 
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CHAPTER 10 



DoD IN THE 21stCENTURY 



Lawrence Korb 



Introduction. 

The organization and operation of the Department of 
Defense (DoD) in the 21st century, I ike the last half of the 
20th century, will be a product of the conflicting and often 
contradictory objectives that it must achieve. For purposes 
of analysis, these cross pressures may be placed into four 
categories. 

First, DoD must be organized and operated to ensure 
civilian control while not undermining or diluting military 
professionalism. Therefore, civilian control must not be 
exercised in such a manner that military opinions and 
expertise are excluded from or downgraded within the 
decisionmaking process. On the other hand, military 
considerations cannot be allowed to dominate the process. 
Maintaining a proper balance or equilibrium in this area 
has been and will be both a deli cate and challenging task. 

Second, DoD must serve the needs of both the executive 
and legislative branches simultaneously. While the 
president is the chief executive and commander-in-chief of 
the armed forces, the Congress has the constitutional 
mandate to raise armies and maintain navies, establish 
personnel policies for the armed services, and declare war. 
Si nee the branches are often controlled by different parties 
and most often have different perspectives and 
constituencies, high-level DoD officials find it difficult to 
serve both branches equally well. If they defer to the needs 
of the president, the Congress often criticizes them for 
slighting the legislature's constitutional responsibilities. 
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But if DoD's executives, particularly uniformed leaders, air 
their complaints about the executive branch's policies in 
legislative hearings, the president, in the words of 
President Dwight D. Eisenhower, will accuse them of 
"legalized insubordination." 

Third, the political system wants DoD to be unified and 
efficient without undermining the independence, 
uniqueness, and statutory responsibilities of the three 
separate and very different military departments and four 
armed services. Whether it be in procurement, logistics, 
trai ni ng, or strategy, the pol i ti ci ans and the pubi i c expect to 
receive the advantages of centralization and 
decentralization at the same time. 

Fourth, the department must be organized to function 
efficiently and effectively during both war and peace. An 
organizational structure designed tooptimizethe Planning, 
Programming, and Budgetary System (PPBS) most 
probably will be ableto handle equally well a peacekeeping 
mission or the enforcement of a no-fly zone. 

To make a prediction or projection about how DoD will 
cope with these conflicting pressures in the next century, it 
is useful totakea look back at the last half-century of DoD's 
operations. While history will not repeat itself exactly, it is 
reasonable to assume that DoD will respond to these 
conflicts in a similar manner. 

The Civil-Military Balance. 

For the most part, the balance between civilian and 
military concerns has been well maintained. However, on 
occasion strong individuals have upset the balance. For 
example, Robert McNamara, Secretary of Defense from 
1961-68, made use of the powers granted to the secretary 
and his office by the 1949, 1953, and 1958 reorganizations to 
dilute the impact of the military professionals within the 
policy process. McNamara employed a decisionmaking 
process, PPBS, and an analytical technique, systems 



224 




analysi s, that di mi ni shed the i nfl uenceof mi I itary expertise 
in deciding how and where to spend defense resources. 
H owever, the mi I itary professi onal s eventual ly I earned how 
to employ PPBS and systems analysis to enhance their 
military perspectives, and none of McNamara's successors 
has been able or willing to use the powers of the office to 
exclude military input to the extent that McNamara did. 
Ironically, while most of McNamara's successors eschewed 
his methods, they continued to employ his decisionmaking 
tools, i.e., PPBS' and systems analysis. 

General Colin Powell, Chairman of the J oint Chiefs of 
Staff (J CS) from 1989 through 1993, became the military 
equivalent of McNamara. Relying on the powers granted to 
the Chairman of the J CS by the Gold water- Nichols Act of 
1986 andthepoliticalandbureaucraticskillshe devel oped 
at the Office of Management and Budget (0MB), Office of 
the Secretary of Defense (OSD), and the White House, 
Powell dominated the policy process in the immediate post 
Cold War period. U.S. military strategy and force 
employment doctrine were devel oped by him. So great was 
his impact that we now speak of the "Powell Doctrine." 
Moreover, he openly and successfully challenged, even 
writing op-ed pieces and giving public speeches. President 
Bill Clinton on his campaign promises to allow gays to serve 
openly in the military, reduce military spending, and stop 
the Serb onslaught in Bosnia. However, Powell's two 
successors. Generals J ohn Shalikashvili and Henry 
Shelton, haveassumeda much more low key role. They have 
deferred to President Clinton on such controversial issues 
as deploying forces to Bosnia and conducting an air war 
against Kosovo. 

While neither McNamara nor Powell did permanent 
damage to the civilian-military balance, they have 
demonstrated that the potential now exists for upsetting 
the balance. This potential exists because the 
reorganizations of 1949, 1953, 1958, and 1986 have 
enhanced significantlythe powers of both the secretary and 
chairman. Therefore, since there is little prospect of 
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undoing these reorganizations, the president and the 
Congress must guard against strong individuals using 
those powers to overwhelm either military or civilian 
considerations. Moreover, as fewer and fewer civilians have 
military experience, the President must ensure that the 
secretary and his key advisors are not afraid to challenge 
the uniformed military. 

The Executive-Legislative Balance. 

Because of the separation of powers and the system of 
checks and balances which isbuilt into our political system, 
senior military and civilian officials in DoD are in a no-win 
position when it comes to satisfying the needs of both the 
President and the Congress. The problems usually arise 
from DoD officials supporting the executive line on policy 
while being less than candid with the Congress. Over the 
past 50 years, senior Pentagon officials have been I ess than 
forthcoming with Congress on such controversial subjects 
as the progress of the war in Vietnam, the killing of the 
marinesin Lebanon, opinionsregardingthewar intheGulf, 
the length of the deployment in Bosnia and the read! ness of 
the armed forces in the late 1990s. With the end of the Cold 
War, however. Congress has become increasingly assertive 
in national security policy and will continue to insist on 
more candor from DoD officials, particularly the uniformed 
military. 

Moreover, the resurgent Congress will continue to 
establish its own bodies, like the National Defense Panel 
and the Commission on National Security/21st Century, to 
provide it with an alternate source of advice, particularly 
from retired military. The executive may find this 
development troubling, but, just as in other areas like 
balancing the budget and welfare reform, it will be reduced 
to reacting rather than initiating. For example, in late 1998, 
President Clinton and Secretary William Cohen reacted to 
the antic! pated testimony of the Chiefs before the Congress 
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by agreeing to a large increase in their own defense 
program. 

Centralization vs. Decentralization. 

Because it has within it three departments and four 
armed services whose existence predated it, DoD will never 
betotally unified or completely efficient. The Pentagon will 
always have a myriad of accounting and procurement 
systems, training practices, personnel policies, and 
duplicative weapon systems, (including four air forces), 
laboratories, and missions. Nonetheless over the past 50 
years, the power of the Central government (OSD andj CS) 
has grown at the expense of the services. DoD now allocates 
resources on the basis of programs or missions rather than 
by individual service. OSD can, if it wishes, control the 
personnel, logistic, and even acquisition policies of the 
individual departments. For all practical purposes, the 
main function of the service secretaries and the service 
chiefs is to implement the policies of OSD andthej CS. For 
example, after the Lieutenant Kelly Flinn episode, OSD 
made all the services adopt a common fraternization policy; 
the Air Force, Navy, and Marines are developing a common 
fighter, the Joint Strike Fighter; and, finally, it is the 
Secretary and the Chairman who represent and speak for 
the Department at interagency meetings. 

Military operations are now conducted jointly and 
mi I i tary off! cers aspi ri ng to hi gher command must compi ete 
a sped f i ed n u mber of j oi nt assi gn ments. T h e mi I i tary ch i efs 
of servi ce have become advi sers to the C hai rman, who al one 
ensuresthat a military point of view, his, isinserted intothe 
policy process. Indeed, the service chiefs were not even 
consulted by General Henry Shelton prior to the cruise 
missile attack on Osama Bin Laden in August 1998. 

If anything, these trends will accelerate in the next 
century because the scarcity of resources will compel even 
more consolidation, most probably in such areas as logistics 
and intelligence. However, there will never be a completely 
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unified department or a single armed services along the 
Canadian model. The individual services have too much 
tradition and too much clout— both in Congress and with 
the American public— to be completely ignored. This is 
probably the reason why Secretary of Defense Cohen 
refused to challenge the Marines on the issue of gender 
integrated basic training, and why Secretary of Defense 
Dick Cheney was not able to prevent the Marines from 
obtaining the V-22. These service "victories" will 
nonetheless be few and far between in the future, and it 
would not be surprising if the next DoD reorganization did 
not completely eliminate the service secretaries. 

Peace and War. 

The system for providing the Secretary of Defense with 
advice on policy, strategy, and budgets works reasonably 
well. He has enough civilian advisers with the necessary 
expertise to balance the individual and joint military 
perspectives. But when it comes to such technical areas as 
military operations and the readiness of the armed forces, 
he must rely primarily on thej CS for advice. Theoretically, 
his civilian advisers could challenge estimates of what it 
would taketoconduct an operation or makea unit ready for 
battle, but OSD is not organized or equipped to do so. 
M oreover, as fewer and fewer ci vi I i ans i n OSD have mi I itary 
experience, they will be less inclined to do so. Therefore, 
OSD needs to establish an organization of analysts with 
operational expertise and experience to challenge the 
military professionals on why it takes 400,000 military 
people to bring peace to Bosnia or why an army tank unit 
must drive 800 mi les a year to be "ready." 

Conclusion. 

In the next century DoD will continue to deal with these 
cross pressures and continue to be criticized for leaningtoo 
much or too little in one direction or another. At times, the 
Pentagon will also probably go too far in one direction or 
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another. However, if history is any guide, this tilting will 
generate an equal or opposite reaction that will restore the 
proper ba I a n ce between militaryandcivilian, execu t i ve a n d 
legislative, centralization and decentralization, and war 
and peace. 
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CHAPTER 11 



THE NATIONAL SECURITY ACT OF 2002 



William A. Navas, J r. 



It must be realized that there is nothing more difficult to plan, 
more uncertain of success, or more dangerous to managethan 
the establishment of a new order of government; for he who 
introduces it makes enemies of all those who derived 
advantage from the old order and finds but lukewarm 
defenders among those who stand to gai n from the new one. 

Machiavelli, The Prince 



Introduction. 

In the life of a nation, the end of war marks a new 
beginning. There is a marked parallel, almost surreal, 
between the events after the end of World War 1 1 which led 
tothe N ati onal Security Act of 1947 and the si tuati on today, 
as we struggleto reform our national security policymaking 
process and organization to deal with the challenges of the 
new century. Actually therearethose who posit, and I tend 
to agree with them, that the end of the Cold War is actually 
the end of a 75-year-long conflict, which started in 1914 and 
ended in 1989 with the col I apse of the Soviet Union and the 
symbolic crumbling of the Berlin Wall. The failure of 
Versailles and the emergence of Weimar Germany set the 
stage for the unfinished business of the "war to end all 
wars." 

As with the end of every major war (the Cold War not 
being an exception), changes are deemed necessary to 
support a new security strategy. These changes reflect the 
perceptions of what the new realities are and the "lessons 
I earned" from the last war. President William J . Clinton has 
made this argument in his December 1999 National 
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Security Strategy.^ Today we are at a juncture, whether we 
realize it or not, where forces are being set in motion for a 
major revision of our national security structure. This paper 
offers a case for those changes. 

Background. 

In 1945, the soldiers, sailors, marines, and airmen of the 
Army and the N avy retu rned tri umphant from thei r batti es 
in Europe and the Pacific. But success was no insurance 
against change. There would be painful years ahead as the 
U.S. military modernized both its organization and its 
philosophy. The idea of change was anathema to most in 
uniform (except for the Army Air Forces, who wanted their 
own military branch and got Itj.TheArmyandtheNavy had 
never been part ofthe same military command structure. I n 
fact, their internal command and management systems and 
cultures were as different as the uniforms they wore. 
Making them so was to be a painful process of compromise. 
Periodically over the years, various leaders had proposed 
reform, but only a national disaster of the magnitude of 
Pearl H arbor was i mpetus enough toforce change. This was 
the "burning platform" of 1945— the horrific event was 
blamed on incredibly poor coordination and communication 
between the Army and the N avy, whi ch together had shared 
defense responsi bi I ity for the H awai ian I slands. The result 
was a bias for change among the American public. 

The National SecurityActof 1947and its amendment in 
1949 implemented that change. The act and the debate 
preceding it also gave new meaning to the term national 
security. I n the 1940s, national security was seen primarily 
as protection from external invasion. Clearly the military 
dimension of national security was first among equals. 

The new concept saw national security as a decisional 
discipline that is neither primarily foreign nor defense 
policy. Rather, national security is treated as an 
overarching, interdisciplinary paradigm embracing 
elements and responsi bi I ities of a number of departments i n 
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a dynamic relationship. This new concept was 
institutionalized in the national security bureaucracy that 
was established in 1947, and, in particular, in the new 
National Security Council (NSC). 

Breaking Old Paradigms. 

Today America faces significant technological, 
economic, political, and social challenges in the national 
security environment. Adapting our strategy to this new 
environment will place great demands upon all of our 
national security institutions, including Congress, the 
Defense Department, the Department of State, the 
intelligence community, the National Security Council, but 
in particular the military services. Any major change will 
require commitment from all involved. To succeed in such 
an endeavor we must understand the motives that lie 
behind the puzzling and often contradictory behavior of 
America's military forces. Carl Builder^ has observed that 
this has little to do with what party controls the White 
House or who writes the budget. 

An understanding of the motives of the three services 
must begin with an appreciation of their entrenched 
institutions and distinct "personalities" or cultures. 

• The Navy sees itself mainly as heir to a glorious 
tradition dating back to the British navy. Equipped 
with its own land and airforce, it jealously guards its 
independence and is happiest when left alone. 

• TheAir Forceistheembodiment of a singleidea— one 
that also happens to be a strategy of war. Not love of 
"the Air Force" but love of flight and flying machines 
binds it's members together. 

• Traditionally the Army has considered itself the 
nation's servant, charged with teaching 
citizen-soldiers the art of war in times of crisis. But a 
heady memory of triumph in the closing months of 
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World War II and the need for a large forward 
deployed Army during the Cold War contradict this 
modest role and have exacerbated the historical 
tension between the Army and its principal reserve 
component, the National Guard. 

• If the operational concept before World War II was 
that: 

• the Navy was the instrument for wielding sea power 
as the most important and flexible kind of military 
power for the United States as a maritime nation; 

• and the Army, as the nation's obedient and loyal 
military servant, was the neutral instrument of state 
policy, keeping itself prepared to meet the varied 
demands that the American people have historically 
imposed upon it, but especially prepared to forge 
America's citizenry into an expeditionary force to 
defeat America's enemies overseas; 

• then the establishment of the Department of Defense 
(DoD) might have had the effect that some feared in 
the tumultuous days before the reorganization of 
1947. 

One exasperated spokesma n for t he Army expressed this 
fear very wel I , 

. . . the only way to overcome the Navy's resistance [to 

reorganization] would beto do away with the War Department, 

transfer all its elements to the Navy, and redesignate that 

organization as the Department of Defense.^ 

Those words, uttered in frustration, have proven to be 
somewhat prophetic. 

The demands of the Cold War, with the need to project 
power overseas, maintain forward deployed forces (of all 
services), contain the spread of communism, and engage in 
what we call today Major Regional Conflicts (Korea, 
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Vietnam) madeDoDthedefactoU.S. Navy— the instrument 
for wielding U.S. military power across the globe. 
Meanwhile, the role of the Army changed from that of a 
"soldier in support of the nation" to that of an "instantly 
ready armored defender of Western Europe." And the Air 
Force, the new service, found its own niche, in particular, as 
the instrument for the delivery of our nuclear power in an 
era of strategic war and deterrence and, later on, as the 
advocateof the supremacy of air power. On the other hand, 
the Navy and Marine Corps remained comfortable with 
thei r traditi onal rol es. The last Secretary of the N avy before 
the reorganization,] amesForrestal, would become the first 
Secretary of the newly established DoD. 

TheGoldwater-Nichols DoD Reorganization Act of 1986 
(some say it accomplished what Truman wanted to do in 
1947 and fell short) reinforced this situation by taking more 
power from the Service Secretaries and concentrating it in 
theOfficeoftheSecretary of Defense, who was advised by a 
very strong Chairman and a J oint Staff with a direct 
command line to the Unified and Specified 
Commanders-in-Chief (Cl NCs). The strong personal! ties of 
individuals likeAdmiral William Croweand General Colin 
Powell established the primacy of the Chairman within this 
system. That iswherewewerewhentheCold War ended in 
1989, more than a decade ago. 

A Decade of "False Starts." 

The last 10-plus years have been no less traumatic for 
the American Militarythantheyears after World War 1 1 . 1 n 
October of 1989, the Soviet Union collapsed and the Berlin 
Wall came down. We were getting ready to deal with the 
"N ew World Order" and todistributethe "Peace Dividends." 
We had started our "downsizing" (another of our 
fashionable euphemisms), had gone through the 
"Commission on Roles and Missions," and were considering 
the permutations and combinations of the "Base Force." 
Then in August 1990, the same day that President Bush 
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was delivering a major national security speech at the 
Aspen Institute in Colorado, Iraqi President Saddam 
Hussein invaded Kuwait. I n 100 days, theUnited States led 
a coalition that stopped the aggression, expelled the 
aggressors from Kuwait, and caused major damage to the 
war fighting capabilities of I raq. For the first time in more 
than 40 years, American mi I itaryforces returned victorious 
from war. The overwhelming support of the American 
people and the quick victory over I raq had a euphoric effect 
on theU. S. Military services, in many ways similar to the 
atmosphere in 1945. Once again there were parades and 
national heroes. There was even talk of re-establishing the 
five-star rank. But onceagain, asat theend of World War 1 1 , 
success was not an insurance against change. 

Thistimechangecamein thepolitical landscape as well. 
In 1992, a very popular president during the Gulf War lost 
his bid for re-election to a candidate with no military 
service. "It's the economy, stupid" was one of the most 
popular slogans during that political campaign. The 
American people had onceagain put the war behind them 
and were looking at domestic issues and challenges. There 
were no major threats looming out there. Threats to the 
survival of the United States, such as those posed by the 
Soviet Union during the Cold War, would beat the top of a 
hierarchy and would be an "A list." But that list is empty 
today. According to Dr. Bill Perry in his recent book, 
co-authored with Mr. Ash Carter, 

the emptiness of the A list is disorienting for Americans who 
made the huge transition from defeating aggression, to 
deterring aggression after World War II, but who now, in 
consequence, tend to conceive national security exclusively in 
terms of threats to be deterred or defeated.'* 

They go on to say that what is left are the two Major 
Regional Contingencies in the Persian Gulf and the Korean 
Peninsula that undergird Pentagon planning and 
budget! ng that form the "B I i st" of i mmi nent threats to U .5. 
interests, but do not threaten the survival ortheway of life 
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of Americans. A third place is occupied by the Kosovos, 
Bosnias, Somalias, Rwandas, and Haitis. They compose a 
"C I i St" of i mportant conti ngenci es that i ndi rectly affect U .5. 
security but do not directly threaten U.S. interests. I call 
these contingencies "wars of conscience" or "wars of 
interest" depen ding on how they are port rayed by ei t h er T h e 
Wall Street] ournal or CNN.^ 

It appears that Americans, in times of international 
tensions and instability (when wehavean "A list"), prefera 
Republican administration, strong in national security, 
with a Democratic congressional majority to provide the 
balance of power and advocate for domestic issues. The 
perception of the United States being the only remaining 
superpower shifted that equation to where we have had two 
consecutive Democratic administrations and a Republican 
controlled Congress. 

This interesting phenomenon (the reversal of the 
traditional political roles between parties and who controls 
which branch of government) will be very important in the 
years ahead as we attempt to establish a new framework to 
allow us to pursue a national strategy for the next century. 
For after all, it is the Congress that raises armies, 
maintains a navy, disciplines the militia and declares war, 
i n addition tothe more mundanetasks of appropri ati ng and 
authorizing, on a yearly basis, the "ways and means" for the 
execution of what by definition should be a long term 
strategy to provide for the "common defense." Up to this 
point DoD has developed the strategies, prepared the 
programs, and submitted the budgets to Congress. The 
services, executing their Title 10 functions, have manned, 
equipped, trained, and sustained the forces. Will Congress 
have the political will to "break some crockery" in order to 
provide the necessary legislation (and internal 
restructuring of their own committee and sub-committee 
structures) toeffect the requi red changes, as it di d i n 1947? 

In 1993 the incoming administrations' efforts to 
re-structure defense cul mi nated with Secretary Les Aspi n's 
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Bottom-U p Ro/iew, which downsized the armed forces and 
provided a strategy to fight twoneariy si mu itaneous major 
regionai contingencies, whiie generating funds for 
investments in modernization and recapitaiization. it is 
interesting that this was accompiished eariy in his tenure, 
prior to the appointment and confirmation of the service 
secretaries. This further weakened the position of the 
service secretaries, who did not participate in the poiicy 
debate but sti i i had to execute the deci si ons. 

During the second term of the Ciinton administration, 
i niti ai iy under Secretary Wi i i i am Perry, and reported out by 
Secretary Wiiiiam Cohen, DoD pubiished the resuits of the 
Quadrenniai DefenseR 0 /iew(QDR) inthesummerof 1997®. 
This report, mandated by theGoidwater-Nichois Act, was, 
as many have stated, "dead on arrivai" when it was 
dei i vered to Congress. M ost of the poi i cy i ssues were vetted 
at DoD and J oint Staff ieveis with modest participation 
from the service secretaries (the Army's in particuiar). 

The Nationai Defense Panei, aiso mandated by 
Congress, submitted its report on December 1997, maki ng a 
seri es of recommendati ons for the U ni ted States to i aunch a 
transformation strategy to meet the range of security 
chaiienges in 2010 to 2020. The report stated that: 

Transforming the armed forces into a very different kind of 
military from that which exists today, while supporting U.S. 
near-term efforts, presents a significant challenge. Beyond 
Defense (emphasis added), wemust alsotransformthemanner 
in which weconduct foreign affairs, foster regional stability, and 
enable projection of military power. 

it conciuded that: 

I n the increasingly complex world that we foresee, DoD and its 
armed services cannot preserve U.S. interests alone. Defense is 
but one element of a broader national security structure. If we 
are to be successful in meetingthechallengesof thefuture, the 
entire U .5. national security apparatus must adapt and become 
more integrated (emphasis added), coherent and proactive."^ 
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They were right on the mark on these issues. 

If "form follows function" and we have a stated strategy 
to enhance our security, to bolster America's economic 
prosperity and to promote democracy abroad— as stated in 
the White House's National Security Strategy, then the 
questi on that Congress needs to ask i s ... Do we have the 
adequate systems, processes, and organization to 
accomplish the tasks required by the strategy?^ It is a 
sobering task indeed. For at stake is the survival of the 
nation itself. There are great risks but also great 
opportunities because experts tel I us that we have a period 
of about 20 years (a strategic pause) before the next peer 
competitor appears. If the United States is going to make 
fundamental changes, intuition tells us that the time is 
now. There is an old adage that says, "the best time to plant 
a tree was 20 years ago, the next best ti me is now." 

We have spent more than 10 years dealing with this 
i ssue at the margi ns, the good news i s that there have been 
some encouraginginitiativeswithintheServices and within 
DoD during this period. The bad news is that the U.S. policy 
maki ng community has not yet confronted the necessity for 
fundamental change in the way that national security 
policy is formulated and managed. 

The Way Ahead. 

J ust as the advent of nuclear power mandated a major 
restructuri ng of the N ati onal Defense E stabi ishment at the 
end of World War II, so today's Revolution in Military 
Affairs, the threats of nuclear proliferation, domestic and 
transnational terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, 
homeland security, and the potential emergence in the 
future of a power that may challenge our vital national 
i nterests (a new "A I ist") requi re a comprehensive "out of the 
box" thinking in order to create a new National Security 
Establishment which is capable of meeting the challenges of 
the next era. Today those challenges demand close 
cooperation across all levels of government— federal, state. 
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and local— and across a wide range of agencies, including 
the Departments of Defense and State, the Intelligence 
Community, law enforcement, emergency services, medical 
providers, and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). 

The United States cannot afford to wait for a new 
"burning platform" like Pearl Harbor to create a bias for 
action. This would be criminal. What is needed is a 
pragmatic, bipartisan approach which deals honestly with 
the issueof national securityasweseeitevolvingin the21st 
century. Theadmi nistrati on and theCongress need to make 
this a top priority. 

The Secretary of Defense has established the U.S. 
Commission on National Security/21st Century, with a 
mandateto conduct a 2 1/2-year effort toassi St the presi dent 
and Congress in confronting this challenge. The work of the 
Commission is guided by three goals: to determine the 
global security environment of the first quarter of the next 
century; to analyze the character of the nation during that 
time frame and develop an appropriate national security 
strategy; and to recommend alternatives to the current 
national security apparatus and processes to implement the 
new strategy. The work of that group and the results thus 
far are encouraging. The most important question is what 
actions will "the powers that be" take once the final work is 
completed and the report is published? Congress and the 
National Security Council should work with the 
Commission to put in moti on theactionsthat are required to 
effect the necessary changes. A restructuring of the scope 
and magnitudeof 1947 might be required. We must beready 
to break old paradigms and challenge entrenched interests 
i n order tosucceed. After al I , thesecurity of its citizens i s the 
primary function of government. We need the same fervor 
and enthusiasm to fix our national security as we express 
for our Social Security. 

The United States is at a historic juncture where it must 
lead in the world arena to protect our peopleand our way of 
life. This is accomplished by a sustained commitment to 
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diplomacy and a strong national security posture. As stated 
in the pr^ace to the National Security Strategy Report: 

At this moment in history, the United States is called upon to 
lead— to marshal the forces of freedom and progress; to 
channel the energies of the global economy into lasting 
prosperity; to reinforce our democratic ideals and values; to 
enhance American security and global peace."® 

A new National Security Act that establishes a 
Department of National Security, bringing together DoD, 
State, Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), J ustice. Energy, 
and the F ederal E mergency M anagement Agency (F E M A) 
to be able to meet the national security challenges of the 
future may be the solution. 

Following are some recommendations that might be 
worth con si deri ngastheU.S. begi ns to confront the need for 
reform the national security policy making system. 

• Restructuretheservicestaffsalongfunctional rather 
than operational lines. This is consistent with the 
goals of theGoldwater Nichols Act and will help the 
services to perform their Title 10 duties of manning, 
equipping, training and sustaining. 

• After 50 years, the NSC has taken many forms and 
roles under different presidents. However, the 
inexorable forces of the international system are 
driving modern presidents into more intimate 
involvement in national security affairs.^” If that 
trend continues, then serious consideration should be 
given to the development of a new set of pri nd pies for 
the organization and functions of the NSC and NSC 
Staff. These principles should be adaptable enough to 
accommodate the desires and styles of each occupant 
of the White H ouse, whi I e at the same ti me assuri ng 
that the P resi dent recei ves wel I thought out, u nbi ased 
and unvarnished alternatives and courses of action 
for his consideration. One helpful reform of the NSC 
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would bethe introduction of aGoldwater-Nicholstype 
personnel policy in order to avoid the inevitable 
parochialism and careerism associated with the 
current system of staffing of NSC positions. 

• The National Security Panel noted in their 1997 
Report that all elements of national power, including 
military, diplomatic, and economic elements, needed 
to be integrated in order to meet the security 
challenges of the 21st century. They also 
recommended, and I strongly support this proposal, 
that some agencies which have traditionally had a 
domestic focus should now play a larger international 
role. One example is the U.S. Coast Guard, which is 
part of the Department of Transportation. This 
service can pi ay an important role as a model for some 
of the navies of the world. 

• Make foreign and national security policy an issue 
during the current and future presidential and 
congressional campaigns, in order to know the 
candidates' views, educate the public, and express a 
mandate to elected officials from the American 
people. 

• Reinstate a form of draft to provide for universal 
military training or some other form of national 
service as a means of reinforcing the sense of 
citizenship obligation among young Americans. This 
could help tremendously with the current manpower 
shortfalls in the Services and reduce defense costs. 

• Institutionalize the Weinberger Doctrine— 

1. Do not commit combat forces overseas unless the 
engagement is deemed vital to our national interest. 

2. If combat troops are committed, do so 
wholeheartedly, with the clear intention of winning, and 
with clearly d^ined political and military objectives. 
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3. The commitment of combat forces abroad should be 
a last resort. 

• Establish Commanders-in-Chief (CINCs) 
responsibilities based on the nature of the threats, 
operational or functional responsibilities, not 
geography. 

• Re-engage the American people in national security 
matters to avoid the "law enforcement syndrome" 
when Americans no longer feel the obligati on to help a 
fellow citizen in distress but lock themselves up and 
dial 911 for the law enforcement "professionals" to 
deal with the situation. Increased emphasis on the 
Reserve Components and reinstating some form of 
draft would facilitate this process. 

• Sponsor a Revolution in Business Affairs to free DOD 
of the tyranny of the Planning, Programming, 
Budgeting, and Execution System (PPBES) with its 
5-year "directed economy" approach to the Service 
Project Objective Memorandum (POMs). We need to 
reduce the DOD decision cycles in order to take 
advantage of the expl osi on of technol ogy. 

• Create a Homeland Security "czar" to coordinate the 
efforts of consequence management for chemical, 
biological, radiological, nuclear, and high yield 
explosive acts of terrorism among federal, state, local, 
and non-government players. 

P roposa I s su ch as t hese need to be d i scu ssed and vetted 
as alternatives to the status quo if we are to successfully 
develop a unified and shared vision in support of a new 
National Security Act. After a 75-year period of conflict, 
America is the only remaining superpower. History will be 
harsh in her judgment if we fail to capitalize upon this 
opportunity. 
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CHAPTER 12 



PRESIDENTIAL LEADERSHIP 
AND NATIONAL SECURITY POLICYMAKING^ 



Robert D. Steele 



Background 

The Ninth Annual Strategy Conference, held at the U.S. 
Army War College in 1998, addressed the theme of 
"Challenging the United States Symmetrically and 
Asymmetrically: Can America be Defeated?" I n the course 
of that event, a number of speakers and participants, 
including the author, reflected on our existing policymaking 
process and our existing force structure, but without 
making recommendations for specific changes. 

In the largest sense, the Ninth Annual Strategy 
Conference cal led into question every aspect of J ointVision 
2010 and clearly identified a need to come to grips with 
several asymmetric threats for which our existing force 
structure is not well suited as a primary defense. A 
su m ma ry of t h e conf er en ce was su bsequ en 1 1 ypublishedand 
is readily available online.^ 

I n the aftermath of last year's conference, and again at 
the invitation of the Army War College, the author 
undertook the task of considering and integrating three 
aspects of presidential leadership and national security 
policymaking: 

1. 1 mpl i cati ons of the symmetri c th reat; 

2. Organizational pathologies in policymaking; 

3. Potential Information Solutions. 
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Outofthat reflection and in keeping with guidancetothe 
effect that one should seek to provoke with "big ideas" that 
might or might not be immediately or practically amenable 
to adopti on, the author sel ected thefol I owi ng th ree i deas for 
presentation to the Tenth Annual Strategy Conference: 

1. Four threat types need four forces after next; 

2. Must modify White House staff and leadership 
method for three departments; 

3. Need a national information strategy and a virtual 
intelligence community approach. 

When considered together, these three ideas suggest 
that we must simultaneously reinvent how we think of the 
threat, how we organize to deal withthethreat, and how we 
communicate both internally and externally as we make 
pi ans and execute operati ons to confront the th reat. At root, 
our challenge is neither technical nor financial but rather 
intellectual— how do we modify our perceptions, our 
information collection, our information processing, and our 
information sharing so as to permit the president to be 
much more effective in understanding the threat, 
confronting the threat, and neutralizing the threat? 

Setti ng the Stage. 

As we consider how best to restructure the manner in 
which the president provides leadership with respect to 
national security matters as well as how that leadership is 
implemented, we must face three realities. 

First, the Department of Defense (DoD), whatever 
courseit is directed to follow in the early decades of the 21st 
century, is severely underfunded. As one distinguished 
former Secretary of Defense stated in congressional 
testimony early in 1999: 

. . . the course on which we are now embarked involves 

increasing strains and growing costs in the short term, and is 

unsustainable in the long run. 
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... we shal I need gradual ly to i ncrease procurement outi ays to 
$100 Billion per year (from $40 Billion). 

(this does not address) homeland defense . . . which) would 
include protection against chemical and biological weapons, 
protection of thecritical infrastructure against cyber attacks, 
space control . . . and certain other areas.^ 

Of special interest to us all is the noted reference to the 
fact that "traditional" DoD funding shortfalls are being put 
forward that do not provide for honneland defense. The 
concepts and doctrine as well as the legislation needed to 
determine who is responsible for homeland defense, and 
how that is handled in relation to DoD as well as other 
departments of government, do not exist. 

Second, even if the president were to choose a rational 
course and seek to make substantive changes in how we 
make pol icy and execute national security i nitiati ves, it wi 1 1 
take many years— from 5 to 25— before such change is 
agreed to by Congress, accepted by the public, and fully 
institutionalized.'^ 

Third and finally, we come to the complex nature of 
bureaucracy. No matter what the president may decide and 
what Congress may I egi si ate, ulti mately it wi 1 1 takeyearsto 
effect substantive change within the U.S. Government 
bureaucracy if we adhere to traditional forms of 
change— this paper proposes a nontraditional solution that 
can be i mpl emented immediately. 

Four Threat Types. 

As the U nited States prepares to enter the 21st century 
there is much discussion about J oint Vision 2010 and the 
"force after next." Unfortunately, the net assessment 
process, so well-regarded during the Cold War, has failed 
us. Furthermore, the Revolution in Military Affairs (RM A) 
is nothing morethan a perpetuation of our fascination with 
technical solutions, and fails completely with regard to the 
much more complex issues of human conflict, culture. 
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h i stor y, d i mi n i sh i n g r esou r ces, a n d su stai nabi I i ty . W e r a n 
out of precision munitions in 8 days during the Gulf War. 
The North AtlanticTreaty Organization (NATO) ran out of 
precision munitions for Serbian attacks in just three days. 
There are those who feel that our stocks of conventional 
ammunition for plain infantry are also severely inadequate. 

The net assessments process of the 21st century will 
have to deal with four threat types, not one; it must be able 
to deal easily with both domestic or home front issues that 
are not obviously military in nature; and it must also deal 
with the human factors associated with avoiding as well 
as deterring threat conditions from arising both at home 
and abroad. By human factors I mean historical, cultural, 
social, and psychological intelligence, four forms of 
intelligence at which we are especially poor. 

Figure 1 shows that each threat type relies on different 
forms of power, different forms of concealment, and 
different objectives. At the same time, we see that between 
thefour types of threat there are also four different kinds 
of nontraditional conflict. 




TARGETING TARGETING 



Figure 1. Four Threat Types. 



248 







High-Tech Brutes— The Violent State Threat. 

DoD and theU.S. intelligence community dedicate the 
majority— well over 80 percent, if not 90 percent— of their 
resources to training, equipping, and organizing forces 
focused on dealing with the "high-tech brute," the violent 
state. 

This warrior class relies on strategic nuclear and 
conventional capabilities including uniformed troops and 
marked equipment. It applies high-technology to achieve 
some physical stealth, and relies heavily on precision 
targeting. 

This is the only threat that we focused on during the 
Cold War, and this is the threat that we understand best. 
Russia, China, North Korea, I raq, I ndia, Pakistan, and, toa 
much lesser extent, Cuba represent this kind of threat. The 
major countries in Europe, were they to become our 
enemies, also represent this kind of threat. 

This is the easiest threat to monitor and the easiest 
threat to plan against because it is so obvious, so large, and 
so complex that it cannot, by and large, surprise us. 

Low-Tech Brutes— The Violent Non-State Threat. 

The "low-tech brute" is violent but generally does not 
represent a state. Transnational criminal gangs present 
both defenseand intelligence agencies with a threat which 
i s ext remelydiffi cult to detect in the absence of a pervasive 
human intelligence network. This type of threat also very 
"random" in nature in that it does not have obvious military 
goals and can rely on an unlimited fifth column of either 
wel I -pa i d vol u nteers, or vol u nteers r ecr u i ted for one-ti me i n 
extremis support tasks. 

The low-tech brute is the most common threat to the 
good order and prosperity of organized states and their 
peoples. Unlike "low-intensity conflict" (LIC) threats for 
which Congress wisely created the Special Operations 
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Command and the new Special Operations and Low 
Intensity Conflict (SOLIC) Program, the low-tech brute is 
not state-sponsored but rather an aggregation of violent 
individuals who come together in random or covert ways 
thatareextraordinarilydifficultforour intelligenceand law 
enforcement communities to detect and counter. 

Perhaps more to the point, our national security 
structure— in policymaking terms, in acquisition terms, 
and in day-to-day operational capability terms— is not 
geared to effectively challenge this threat class. 

Low-Tech Seers— The Non-Violent Non-State 
Threat. 

This "threat" class is not inherently violent although 
some of its extremist elements may be. It should be viewed 
primarily as a challenge characterized by the unresolved 
and I argel y I egiti mate needs of large groups of peopi e whose 
circumstances, culture, and history force them into 
confrontations with either established states or other 
non-state groups. At root, this threat class is about water, 
food, and freedom from fear. 

Our intelligence community, with the tacit if not the 
active consent of our national security policymakers, has 
neglected this threat because it has been perceived as one 
that does not require the collection of secrets and one that 
can be adequately understood through common academic, 
think tank, business, and other non-governmental study. 

More recently we have begun to realize the error of our 
ways. The Associate Director of Central Intelligence for 
Analysis and Production, Dr. J ohn Gannon, has spoken 
publicly several times about the challenges facing us in the 
2015 timeframe, and he clearly appreciates the national 
security implications of population growth, migration and 
immigration, the environment including energy and water 
supplies, and disease. In May 2000, the administration 
declared that Auto-I mmuneD^iciency Syndrome(AI DS) is 
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now a national security threat. This is all to the good, but 
just as it took us 50 years to evolve a national security 
structu re— i ncl udi ng the al I -i mportant i ntel I i gence su pport 
structure— so also will it take us at least a decade, if not 
more, to redirect our sources and methods so as to 
adequately address this threat. 

High-Tech Seers— The Volatile Mixed Threat. 

I n just the past few years, a new threat has catapulted 
itself to the top position in our consciousness. Although 
terms such as cyberwar and information warfare are in 
vogue, this threat is much more complex. On the one hand, 
we see in this threat class deliberate state-sponsored 
capabilities to wreak havoc with our domestic 
infrastructure (power, communications, transportation, 
and finance) as well as individual or gang capabilities to be 
very destructive while remaining anonymous. On the other 
hand, wesee more subtle uses of electronic access toconduct 
economic espionage at the state level, "political theft" at the 
terrorist gang level, and plain theft at the individual level. 
This threat class also includes information vandalism by 
our own disgruntled citizens as well as outsiders, and 
corporate irresponsibility in failing to provide properly 
developed communications and computing products that 
are "safe" on the information superhighway. 

Let us take each in turn. Winn Schwartau was the first 
to warn America publicly and effectively about the 
vulnerability of our critical infrastructures, with his books 
Terminal Compromise (1990) and Information Warfare: 
Chaos on the Electronic Superhighway (1994). I myself 
issued a press release in August 1994 documenting the 
urgent need for a $1 billion a year investment in critical 
infrastructure protection. We have a very long way to go 
before our financial, transportation, power, and 
communications systems are safe from attack because we 
have spent decades building computer-driven systems that 
"assumed" there was no threat other than normal 
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operat i on a I i n eff i ci en ci es. T h e en t i r e i n su ra n ce progr a m for 
such systems is geared toward "acts of God" and not acts of 
man. The moment one contemplates vulnerabilities to 
deliberate human attacks on our most fundamental 
electronic systems, the risk of catastrophe increases by 
several orders of magnitude. 

We also have a grave problem in dealing with individual 
insider attacks against all manner of electronic systems 
because no one ever contemplated the possibility that a 
trusted employee would deliberately tamper with basic 
computer software and hardware. Fully 20 percent of our 
losses in the electronic world are attributable to insider 
attacks that are motivated by either dishonesty or a desire 
for revenge. This is four times the losses from outside 
attacks.^ 

Finally, we come to the whole issue of what comprises 
appropriate "due diligence" on the part of both the 
manufacturers of computer hardware and software, and on 
the part of organizations that install and administer 
electronic systems on behalf of their stockholders, 
employees, or members. The reality is that there are no 
standards today. There is nothing comparable to the 
accounting and other fiduciary standards for electronic 
systems. We are still operating our critical infrastructures 
on the basis of "buyer beware," or "as is" without warranty. 
This is completely unacceptable si nee the center of gravity 
for national security is now in the private sector— in our 
intellectual property and in our critical infrastructures. 

Existing Organizational Pathologies. 

As we contempi ate presi denti al I eadershi p opti ons i n the 
national security policymaking process, we quickly identify 
three major problem areas: 

First, the National Security Counci I staff structure is too 
limited. It isformed along regional and issuearea lines that 
are undeniably important, but not staffed in consonance 



252 




with the emerging fault lines— the environmental element, 
for example, has the fewest people assigned to it, and the 
senior position is too easily left vacant. 

Second, we have schisms among the three major 
Departments dealing with national security: Defense, 
State, and J ustice. As now managed and organized, they no 
longer provide the United States with the most effective 
arrangements for: defending our population, resources and 
interests; for exerting necessary influence abroad; and for 
dealing with individual and gang threats to our prosperity 
and personal security. The schisms between Defense, State, 
and J ustice are of three kinds: conceptual, financial, and 
informational. 

1. Conceptually we have not yet devised common 
approaches for dealing with emerging crises such as 
Burundi, Somalia, Kosovo, Sierra Leone, and Sri 
Lanka— we are especially poor at early warning, at early 
resolution or deterrence, and at transitioning from 
diplomatic to enforcement to military means; 

2. Financially we still have the bulk of the money 
invested in standing armies that are increasingly hollow in 
both personnel and technical terms; and 

3. Informationally we do not have an integrated 
operational, resource management, or intelligence system 
adequate to the task of harmonizing cross-departmental 
inputs, decision processes, and outputs. 

Third, and finally, we have a strategic vacuum overall, 
with no element on the National Security Council having a 
clear mandate and the necessary resources to marshal for 
the president and the Cabinet the necessary mix of private 
sector and other capabilities through which toachievedeep 
historical and cultural understandings while also assuring 
accesstothe widest possible range of multi -lingual content.® 

Where we see major gaps in the existing White House 
staff structure are: with respect to pol i cy devel opment at the 
interface of external requirements and internal 
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capabilities; with respect to the deliberate introduction of 
"grand strategy" as wel I as del i berate net assessments and 
operational control over i ntegrated defense, diplomatic, and 
transnational justice initiatives; with respect to much 
improved national intelligence capabilities that fully 
exploit open sources of information; and with respect to 
improved control and coordination of national investments 
in research. 

General Organizational Changes. 

Three kinds of organizational change are recommended 
to improve presidential leadership with respect to national 
security policymaking. 

First, the National Security Council staffing plan needs 
to be modified to achieve the foil owing objectives: 

1. Provide for equal focus on each ofthefour threat types; 

2. Provide for cross-cutting staffing between security 
and competitiveness issues; 

3. Significantly upgrade the role of intelligence in the 
White House staffing process; 

4. 1 ntroducea dedicated strategy element co-equal tothe 
policy and intelligence elements; 

5. 1 ntroducea national research element co-equal tothe 
other elements. 

Second, and this would naturally require congressional 
support in the form of legislation, establish the position of 
Secretary General for National Security. This position 
would have executive authority over the Secretaries of 
Defense and State as well as the Attorney General, and 
wouldthus be able to better realign resourcesand integrate 
programs of common interest. Oneofthethree individuals, 
ideally the Secretary of State, could, if desired, be 
"dou ble-hatted" as Secretary-General, if thefirst incumbent 
is to be considered a pathfinder in testing this idea. 
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Third and finally, we must develop an integrated Net 
Assessments and Operations Staff under the cognizance of 
the Secretary General for National Security. 

These suggested changes avoid major organizational 
restructuring, avoid any dislocation between the existing 
executive structure and existing legislative authorization 
committees, and avoid any major new programmatic 
initiatives. 

At root, these suggested changes are built on three 
simple principles: 

1. Put one person in chargeof the three Departments at 
the policy and resource level; 

2. Provide for the needed day-to-day decisiveness 
regarding cross-departmental activities, personnel 
assignments, and incremental resource realignments; and 

3. Provide for the needed information system 
integration, especially with regard to shared operational 
and intelligence information. 

Recommended National Security Council Staff 
Changes. 

The existing staff arrangements in the NSC handicap 
the president in the foil owing ways: 

1. national security and competitiveness policy are not 
always reconciled— some would even say never; 

2. national intelligenceisseverely limited in itsabilityto 
exploit open sources of information and harness distributed 
private sector and international expertise on behalf of the 
president and public policymaking; 

3. we have no global strategy office nor any means of 
providing continuing education to presidential appointees 
and their private sector counterparts— we have no effective 
means of "thinking in time" or across cultural and religious 
and ethnic boundaries;^ 
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4. national research i s fragmented among departments 
and special programs. 

Block and wire diagrams are an unfortunate but 
necessary evi I . Figure 2 is intended to illustrate some basic 
alterations in our concepts for approaching presidential 
leadership with respect to national security policymaking. 




Figure 2. Top-Level Presidential Staff 
Leadership Positions. 



The most basic aspect of a new approach to presidential 
leadership must be reflected in the integration of national 
policymaking between national security and national 
competitiveness together with the simultaneous elevation 
of global strategy (more properly "grand strategy" but the 
pundits would take unfair advantage), national 
intelligence, and national research to the top table. We will 
discuss each of these blocks in turn. 

National Policy. 

Figure 3 illustrates an approach to national 
policymaking that provides balance between three major 
tracks in national policy: security, competitiveness, and 
treasury, while also providing for directed attention to each 
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of the four threat types. Perhaps most importantly, each 
threat type has its policy counterpart in each of the three 
tracks. 




Figure 3. Balanced Approach to National 



Ideally, what will emergeoutof such a staffing approach 
is a matrixed policy, planning, and programming process 
that specifically charts national treasury, national 
competitiveness, and national security investments in 
relation to one another. 

A situation like Kosovo, for example, would have 
i n spi r ed , sever a I yea r s befor e-h a n d , a del i ber ate ca I cu I at i on 
of the costs of substantial foreign assistance to include 
resettlement funding intended to avoid the genocide that 
has occurred, versus the costs of an after-the-fact aerial 
bombing campaign seeking to limit the genocide and the 
consolidation of Serbian power. 

Such a staff approach would pi ace a very high value on 
understanding and utilizing non-military sources of power 
while also appreciating the degree to which others can use 
non-military sources of power to affect U.S. national 
security and U .S. competitiveness. 
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Global Strategy. 

David Abshire has written an entire book on what a 
strategic element might look like if placed within the 
National Security Council.^ His thoughts on the need for an 
autonomous oversight body for strategic thinking run 
counter to the popular misconception among policymakers 
that they can handlestrategicthinking en passant. 

Figure 4 suggests a distinction between broad and 
independent global strategizing and integrated response 
management. The global strategy arm is provided with 
international strategic counci I as well as a global reservefor 
provi di ng recu rri ng i ndependent I ooks at I ong-range i ssues. 
The global strategy arm should have the flexibility to 
undertake special projects while also being responsible for 
recurring leadership retreats at which a mix of executive, 
legislative, and private sector leaders would review a given 
strategic question. 



Director General 
Global Strategy 



Deputy Director 
Global Strategy 



Associate Director 
Strategic Council 



Associate Director 
Special Projects 



Associate Director 
Global Reserve 



Associate Director 
Leadership Retreats 



Deputy Director 
Response Management 



Associate Director 
Response Center 



Associate Director 
Non-State Actors 



Associate Director 
Civilian Reserve 



Associate Director 
Public Liaison 



Figure 4. Enhancing Presidential Capabilities 
for Strategic Action. 

On the response side, we move away from the popular 
term "crisis management" and provide for a more balanced 
and integrated response capability. The Response Center 
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intelligence community, Net Assessments, National 
Security Operations staff and others. The Response Center 



equipped, and organized to leverage people— a civilian 
reserve of experts, the mass media, and large non-state 



National Intelligence. 

The national intelligence community, traditionally 

secrets, is no 

relation to either national security— its focus during the 
Cold War— or national competitiveness and electronic 



There is noth! ng wrong with the very good people or the 
very good process embodied in national intelligence. Where 

organization, resource trade-offs, and outreach to both the 
U.S. private sector and to other international intelligence 



In the absence of any internal reform responsive to the 
Aspin-Brown Commission, we must return to legislatively 

leading the charge for a complete makeover of our national 
i ntel I i gence commu n i ty . 

The fundamental proposition in the Figures isthat our 
existing classified intelligence community is good and 

not good enough to fully satisfy presidential requirements 
for what joint doctrine calls Relevant Information. The 
president needs a Director General for National 

routine staff capabilities while overseeing the following 
substantive enhancements. 





Figures. Enhancing National Intelligence 
Support to the President. 

1. Elevation oftheNational I ntelligenceCouncil toa role 
co-equal to that of the entire classified intelligence 
community. This larger body of perhaps 60 experts would 
provide direct support to the president, the Cabinet, and 
congressional leaders. 

2. C reati on of a 60-person G I obal K nowl edge F oru m wi th 
a budget of between $1.2 and $1.5 billion a year with which 
to acqu i r e open sou rce i ntel I i gence on beha I f of t h e presi dent 
and the executive departments as well as the classified 
i ntel I i gence commu n i ty . 

3. Establishment of a 15-person administrative faculty 
for a University of the Republic charged with bringing 
together leadership "cohorts" across government and 
private sector lines.“ 

National Research. 

Both national security and national competitiveness 
depend heavily on national research. The problems with 
duplicative waste (government not knowing what private 
sector has already mastered) have gotten out of hand, 
especially in the high-profile Critical Technologies arena. 



260 







Figures. Establishing Presidential Leadership 
Over Research. 

Figure 6 proposes one response to this challenge. This 
staff el ement will provide for presidential leadership over 
research, with one half of the staff serving to better 
coordinate government investments in directed research, 
while the other half of the staff will improve the ability of 
government to work jointly with selected private sector 
partners in a variety of consortiums exempted from 
anti -trust actions by the Department of Commerce. 

A National Academy for Human Development is 
suggested because the United States is spending too much 
money on technology and not nearly enough on human 
factors. 

By placing this staff at the presidential level instead of 
the departmental level, opportunities for presidential 
leadership will be enhanced in other ways. The other staff 
elements (national security, national competitiveness, 
national treasury) will be better able to matrix their 
requirements away from the parochialism of the 
departments. 
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Cabinet and Operational Changes. 

Apart from changes within the president's immediate 
staff, this chapter recommends only two other changes of 
significance. First, and this would require congressional 
legislation, we should acknowledge the complexity of the 
inter-relationship between the three major departments 
responsible for national security and put a "human in the 
loop." Specifically, it is recommended that a Secretary 
General for National Security be placed above the 
Secretaries of Defense, State, and the Attorney General. 
The latter three would remain members of the Cabinet and 
retain all of their previous prerogatives. 

Wemust mention General Colin Powell here. Regardless 
of who wins the presidential election in November 2000, it 
would make sense to appoint Colin Powell as Secretary of 
State and also as the first Secretary General for National 
Security, with theSouth-Central campus, adjacent to State, 
astheshared national securitystafffacility. Hisstatureand 
good will would comfort both the public and the 
international community as we experiment with this new 
system. The prestige of State would be elevated. Defense 
would be under control, and Law Enforcement would 
receive attention from a leader of great gr a vitas. 

Secretary General for National Security. 

The Secretary General would serve as a presidential 
surrogate in addressing the constant day-to-day decisions 
that require guidance in order to rapidly resolve issues of 
policy, planning, and programming within the larger 
context of the budget submitted to Congress by the 
president and appropriated by Congress for operations. No 
more than 10 percent of any one department's budget need 
be su bj ect to admi n i strati ve real I ocati on . 
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Secretary General 
National Security 



Director 

Net Assessments 



Director of Operations 
National Security 
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Defense 


General 



Figure?. Enhancing Presidential Leadership 
for National Security. 

The Secretary General would focus primarily on the 
larger policy issues where the secretaries themselves have 
not been abletocometo rapid resolution, and would serveas 
a means of integrating national security policy making 
across departmental boundaries. 

Integrated Net Assessments and Operational 
Direction. 

Second, the Secretary General would require both an 
integrated Net Assessments staff, and an integrated 
Operations staff. Both could be built around a very modest 
cadre of the "best and the brightest" drawn from each of the 
threedepartmentstocreatetruly inter-agency capabilities. 

The Net Assessments staff, to be elevated above the 
three departments and given a substantial budget for 
conducting net assessments in relation to each of the four 
threat types (to include relative homefront vulnerabilities) 
would be the primary means by which the Secretary 
General would examinealternativeoptionsfor proposingto 
the president new capabilities and realignments of 
resources between the three departments. 
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1. The existing DoD Net Assessments staff would 
continue to focus on conventional threats and the 
Revolution in Military Affairs. 

2. A new element would focus exclusively on Special 
Operations and Low I ntensity Conflict and would includea 
mix of paramilitary, peacekeeping, and transnational law 
enforcement experts. 

3. Another new element would bring together experts on 
major religious and ethnic groups as well as environmental 
issues, and focus on assessments of alternative timelines 
and costs for precludi ng major clashes between large groups 
of non-state actors. 

4. Finally, a new element would be added, which would 
focus upon a mix of trade and technology competition, 
economic espionage and information warfare. 

Although the Secretary General should have the 
authority to realign up to 10 percent of any Department's 
resources in any single fiscal year, multi-year initiatives 
and major realignments would have to be submitted 
through the president's budget process and approved by 
Congress. 

At the same time that the Secretary General would 
require a Net Assessments process, there would also be 
required a joint Operations staff. A portion of the existing 
J oint Staff could be assigned as the cadre for this element. 
Modest in size, its role would be to serve as an operational 
i nterfacetothethreedepartments, the national i ntel I i gence 
commu nity, the N et Assessments staff, and the presi denti al 
staff. 

This staff, also, would be organized by threat type, and 
help bring together inter-departmental resources 
applicable specifically to each threat type. A significant 
mission for this operational staff would be to recommend 
"on the fly" adjustments to departmental programs. 
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Budget Realignments. 

Depending on who is counting what, the DoD budget 
ranges from $250 billion to $270 billion per year (with new 
construction) to over $300 billion a year (with 
DoD-controlled national intelligence elements). Regardless 
of whether or not the United States gets the additional 
procurement funds that many concerned leaders have 
advocated, some form of interim adjustment of DoD 
priorities must be made, to allow us to develop minimal 
mandatory capabilities against emerging threats. 





BUDGET 


A 


70% of DoD Budget for 
Traditional Warfighting 


i 


20% of DoD Budget for 
Emerging Threats 


Q 


10% of DoD Budget for 
Cultural & Information War 



Figure 8. Leveraging the DoD Budget. 

While remaining under the oversight of the armed 
services and national security committees, it is essential 
that additional funds be earmarked for emerging threats 
(for which a new sub-committee has fortuitously been 
formed this year on the Senate side) and for cultural and 
information war. The Emerging Threats oversight 
authorities in Congress will require some form of cross-over 
authorization authority with their counterparts on the 
J udiciary committees (to address special operations and 
transnati onal cri me) and on the F oreign Affai rs committees 
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(toaddress realignments toward information peacekeeping 
and assistance). 

Reserve and Guard Implications. 

The Reserve and National Guard forces that exist today 
are a vestige of the past, when generic manpower was the 
critical weak link in mobilization. Utilizing the Reserve and 
the National Guard was primarily about bodies— about 
manpower and being able to supplement the active duty 
forces. While that aspect remains, what has really become 
important about the Reserve and the Guard, at least 
conceptually, is their ability to "bank" special skills that 
need not be on active duty until they are actually 
needed— this is about brainpower. 



RESERVE 




Double the size of the Reserve 
and National Guard 




Plaee emphasis on foreign area 
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Figure 9. Leveraging Private Sector Through 
Reserve and Guard 

Instead of fruitlessly attempting to train active duty 
personnel in specific foreign languages they are allowed to 
use for only one operational tour before returning to the 
normal career pattern, the United States should use the 
Reserve. We should create entire regiments dedicated to 
specific language groups (e.g., Arabic, Chinese, Russian), 
with each regiment having a battalion of intelligence 
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specialists, a battalion of military police, a battalion of 
engineers, and a battalion of judge advocates and public 
affairs specialists. 

With such a regiment, it would be a simple matter to 
rotate each company within the battalion in sequence, and 
in this way provide for very high quality foreign language 
and foreign area support. Such a regimental organization 
could be "virtual" in that members could be located 
anywhere in the world, training together just once a year, 
but familiar with one another through collaboration tools 
and online exercises, and intimately familiar with their 
area of interest because of their civilian employment. 

The National Guard could fruitfully consider a complete 
make-over in which it becomes the heart of Homeland 
Defense, with separate battalions or even brigades trained 
to support law enforcement, to carry out disaster relief, and 
to provide for electronic security and counterintelligence. 
Thelegal restrictions on theuseofthemilitary to carry out 
law enforcement duties within our borders are sound, but 
represent an old paradigm. Those elements of the National 
Guard assigned to law enforcement duties should in fact be 
a law enforcement reserve, not a military reserve, and 
should have all of the training, certification, and authority 
of a normal law enforcement officer. 

The Reserve and the National Guard would also be 
excellent environments within which to test new roles and 
relationships, as well as new legal parameters, without 
interfering with our active duty readiness, and without 
detri ment to the effectiveness of our active duty forces. 

Private Sector Roles and Responsibilities. 

The 21st century will see a transformation in the 
relationship between government and the private sector, 
between the military and commercial providers, between 
law enforcement and private security companies. 
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Figure 10. New Roles and Responsibilities 
for the Private Sector. 

"Overt acti on" wi 1 1 repi ace "covert acti on" as the pri mary 
means of influencing emerging threat groups. In 
combination with legislative incentives and insurance risk 
premiums as well as employee demands, multinational 
corporations will finally find that their best interests are 
served if they plan jointly with government for the 
achievement of selected national security objectives of 
mutual interest. A major task for the Emerging Threats 
Subcommittee in the Senate will be that of leading the 
discussion and definition of what these new roles and 
responsibilities for the private sector must be. 

In relation to information warfare and economic 
security, it will be incumbent on Congress to pass "due 
diligence" legislation that places the major responsibility 
for self-protection on the private sector, whilealsorequiring 
the communications and computing industries to live up to 
tough real-world standards for "safe computing." 

Finally, both CongressandtheAdministration will have 
to come together to establish in carefully selected areas 
where consensus is achievable, both a national information 
strategy and a Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers, and Intelligence (C^l) industrial policy. We 
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have neither a national information strategy today, nor an 
industrial policy. The National Information Infrastructure 
is primarily focused on connectivity and was originally a 
pi a n to pr ovi de f i ve sel ected resea r ch centers with very high 
bandwidth— the plan was hijacked by thecivil libertarians 
and became a popular initiative to wire schools and 
businesses into the Internet. At the same time, the U.S. 
Government historically eschews an "industrial policy" for 
fear of being tarred with the brush of government 
interference with business. In fact, the vulnerability of 
America to both electronic attack and global economic 
instability are so great that nothing less than a coherent 
collaborative effort between the government (both Federal 
and State) and the private sector (with the knowledge and 
the resources) will permit us to establish a national 
i nfor mati on strategy as it pertai ns to homel and defense and 
home-based aspects of both national security and national 
competitiveness. 

Information Strategy. 

Today's decisionmaker, from the president and the 
Secretary of Defense down to the most junior commander, 
lacks both a focused collection capability for obtaining all 
Relevant Information, and a reliable "all -source" analysis 
system able to fuse secret and non-secret sources into 
distilled, reliable and timely "intelligence."^'^ The current 
staff process for any deci si on maker rel i es al most compi etel y 
on a stream of "free" inputs received from counterpart 
bureaucracies, international organizations, and private 
sector parties pursuing their own agendas. At the same 
time, the narrowly focused secret or restricted steam of 
information is often afforded direct access to the 
decisionmaker without being subject to in-depth staff 
scrutiny and proper integration with unclassified official 
and external information. Functionally, today's staff 
process lacks the organization, knowledge, and funding 
necessary to methodically obtain information from specific 
international and other non-governmental organizations or 
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Figure 11. Enhancing Internal Capabilities 
Through Relevant Information. 

to manage the collection of original information from 
external sources. Over-arch i ng both these I i mitati ons, there 
is no top-level Relevant Information analysis staff 
organization that is able to provide the decisionmaker with 
filtered, fused and analyzed "all-source" decision-support. 
Themajor initiativeintheearly21stcenturywithin defense 
must bethe restoration of command responsibility for being 
properly informed, to include major procurement actions 
pertaining to open sources of information. 

Changing Rules of the Game. 

The United States has spent decades— a half-century- 
refining an information management system which 
assumes that 

1. secret sources and methods are the heart of our 
national -level decision-support process; 

2. leaders will decide and the people will follow; and 

3. our most important decisions are "time-sensitive" 
with relatively obvious detail. 
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Figure 12. From "Control "to Consensus. 

Our traditional construct is still applicable to many 
issues, but both our political environment and the 
information environment have turned many of our basic 
premi ses upsi de down. We are enteri ng a century when the 
ability to master open sources— the vast flood of open 
sources in many languages, many mediums, many levels of 
detail— will be vital to public decisionmaking about very 
complex issues including the survival of several generations 
across several continents. Unfortunately, we have 
constrai ned our abi I ity toconfront thechal I enges of theday. 

As Senator David L. Boren notes in his foreword to my 
book. On Intelligence, presidential policymaking in the 
future must pay much greater heed to cultural and 
psychological factors. Our decisions in the future must be 
madein partnership with non-governmental organizations, 
as they control the majority of the needed information and 
al so have su peri or networks for achi evi ng consensus wi thi n 
their chosen issue areas.^^ 

What this really boils down to isa need to both think, and 
produce, intelligence in forms that can be shared with 



271 



domestic as well as international constituencies. We must, 
in other words, turn our own intelligence community on its 
head, and focus on creating a new and much enhanced 
community that embraces the private sector's mastery of 
open sources of intelligence, while refocusing our secret 
capabilities much more narrowly. 

Building Blocks for Creating a "Smart Nation." 

In the age of information, "warfare" and "national 
security" are at root about how a nation manages its 
intellectual resources. A nation's ability to discover, 
discriminate, distill, and digest "intelligence" is the core 
competency in the age of information. 

Policy intelligence cannot and should not exist in 
isolation. To be truly effective in a networked world where 
the "butterfly effect" can have significant unanticipated 
consequences, policy intelligence needs to have four pillars: 
international intelligence that draws on military, coalition, 
law enforcement, and business as well as media sources; 
domestic intelligence that draws on legally and ethically 
available domestic sources of all kinds; strategic 
intelligence that deliberately draws out alternative 
scenariosand thinks unconventionally about both domestic 
and international issues; and integrative intelligence that 
makes senseof the other three in relation to both external 
threats and domestic imperatives. 

The foundation for a "smart nation" is an educated 
citizenry. Indeed, a wise man once said that "a nation's best 
defense is an educated citizenry." A major aspect of any 
national information and intelligence strategy must be the 
development of architectures and protocols, including 
oversight standards, that nurture civic duty, educate 
citizens as to both the threats and opportunities facing 
America, and provide a means for individual citizens to 
contribute vital indications and warnings at every level of 
government. 
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Elements of a National Information Strategy. 

Three specific elements of a national information 
strategy are recommended. None exists today, nor is any 
on e of t h ese t h r ee el emen t s bei n g ser i ou s I y d i scu ssed at a n y 
level of government. 

First, it is essential that a national strategy be devised 
for the digitization and preservation of content. Although 
our leaders have long understood that vast stores of 
knowledge were going to waste for lack of connectivity, the 
vaunted National Information Infrastructure (Nil) does 
little to encourage the organization and enhancement of 
web-based knowledge. A widevariety of standards, as well 
as financial incentives, are required if we are to rapidly 
move dissertations, conference proceedings, and other 
mainstream publications to a web-based architecture that 
is properly indexed and also properly protected in terms of 
electronic copyright and electronic payment. 

Second, it is essential that the process for developing 
standards for software be accelerated and also stabilized. A 
mi ni mal standard for compound documents (i ntegrated text 
and images) is required by law if we are to leverage the 
power of the I nternet and the power of desktop capabilities 
across organizational lines. Security and inter-change 
standards are also required and they must be 
understandable by anyone with access to a computer. The 
current debate over Microsoft illustrates this problem 
perfectly— Microsoft's continued unwillingness to make its 
Application Program Interfaces (API) transparent and 
stable could be said— has been said by some— to have 
seriously undermined U.S. national security and national 
competitiveness. 

Finally, we need a digital Marshall Plan as well as a 
digital New Deal. America lives in a glass house and is 
terribly vulnerable, not only to asymmetric attacks on its 
electronic infrastructure, but to self-generated crises 
caused by ignorance and a lack of global understanding. We 
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NATIONAL STRATEGY 
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Figure 13. Recommended National Information 

Strategy. 

must bring Africa, the Middle East, Asia, the Balkans, and 
Latin America into the 21st century, and do so in the grand 
manner that we evinced when saving Europe in the 
aftermath of World War 1 1 . At home, we must exert special 
efforts to empower every individual, whether schoolchild or 
adult with reading difficulties, so as to make our entire 
population, within a single generation, Internet-capable. 

Elements of a DoD Information Strategy. 

I have written elsewhere^^ about information 
peacekeeping as the purest form of war and about the 
central role that intelligence must play in the 21st century. 
It isvital for all of us to understand that in the I nf or mat ion 
Age, bytes are bullets, we are in a state of constant chaos 
and competition, and we requi rethetotal mobi I ization of al I 
ofthe brain-power, all of the intellectual property, all ofthe 
information, that is in any way avail able for harnessing to 
the common good. Inthisera, the heart of national security 
and national defense lie in the domains of information and 
intelligence and not in the traditional domains of armed 
forces. DoD, however, must still take the lead. 
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This chapter suggests that DoD ask not what the 
president can dofor DoD but rather ask what DoD can dofor 
the presi dent. The bottom I i ne here i s that only DoD has the 
resources— if managed wisely— to provide the president 
with the flexibility to create new methods for managing 
national security, and for funding new priorities that are 
unconventional in nature and span traditional 
departmental boundaries. 

DoD must choose to pay the bill for this larger national 
construct— it must help pay the bill for a restructuring of 
the National Security Council; for the creation of a position 
of Secretary General for National Security; for the creation 
of four separate net assessment centers; and for thefundi ng 
of modest but very valuable initiatives including a digital 
Marshall Plan and a digital New Deal. 

DoD can set the example for how policy and operations 
will be managed in the 21st century by going virtual on its 
task forces and devising means for rapidly and readily 
including private sector experts— from all walks of life, all 
nations, with and without clearances, into its 
decisionmaking process. 
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Figure 14. Recommended DoD Strategy. 
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At the same time, because this kind of global virtual 
architecture must of necessity be web-based, it is essential 
that DoD plan now for quickly migrating away from its 
existing Command, Control, Communications, Computers, 
Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C^lSR) 
infrastructure. DoD must become the champion for 
permitting presidential-level encryption— the best that the 
National Security Agency is capable of devising— into the 
public domain, for the simple reason that in the 21st 
century, the president's most important counselors and 
sources of insight are going to be in the private sector, not 
within the U .S. Government. Only DoD can lead this radical 
migration. 

Elsewhere, in the rapid expansion of NATO with its 
constantly increasing number of bi-lateral Partners for 
Peace (PfP), we see opportunities for new forms of regional 
intelligence concepts, doctrine, and architectures. The PfP 
can be best served by having NATO move away from the 
U.S. -dominated C4I infrastructure that is very secret and 
very expensive, and adopt instead an Internet-based 
architecturethat anyone can join at whatever their level of 
computer and communications sophistication. 

Also in Europe we see the forthcoming demise of the 
Western European Union (WEU) actually sparking a very 
robust discussion about the need for a European 
intelligence policy and regional European intelligence 
architectures. The WEU Satellite Centre at Torrejon, 
having proven its value, is likely to become the centerpiece 
of the first-ever regional intelligence community, where 
selected national and even U.S. capabilities are connected 
"virtually" to produce regional intelligence. The United 
Kingdom Open Source Information Centre; the J oint 
Analysis Center at Molesworth, and the German pilot 
project to mix civilian, military, and law enforcement 
intelligence specialists are all candidates for virtual 
integration to serve both Europe and NATO. 
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Virtual Reach. 



Figure 15 describes this new approach to information 
sharing. Instead of relying on a single President's Daily 
Brief as the top-level intelligence document for each day, 
instead of relying on a tiny cadre of grossly over-work^ 
members of the National Security Council staff, the 
president, and his principals in government, will have 
achieved a "virtual reach" that embraces and leverages all 
knowledgeavailablethroughoutthegovernment (and down 
tothestateand local governments), all knowledge aval I able 
throughout the nation, including the richest possible 
sources of knowledge in academia, the media, and the 
busi ness community, and al I knowl edge avai I able global I y. 

Wehavea long way to go before we can move within this 
virtual intelligence community with ease. New standards 
and understandings will have to be developed 
encompassing how we share information, how we 
compensateoneanotherfor shared information, how we pay 
for selected services, and how we authenticate individuals 
and organizations as sources of i nformation. This is nothi ng 
short of a major global campaign to "make sense" across 
national, ethnic, class, and educational boundaries.) ust as 
the world once had to devise fuel, rail, and highway 
standards to facilitate global commerce, so now must the 
world establish information exchange and information 
compensation standards. 
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VIRTUAL REACH 
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Figure 15. Creating the Virtual Intelligence 
Community. 



Conclusion. 

The conclusions to this study are straight-forward. 

1. DoD leadership must empower the president— it will 
not work the other way around. DoD leadershi p, worki ng i n 
concert with its authorization and appropriations 
counterparts in the Senate and the House of 
Representatives, must come to a deliberate understanding 
of the world, of the need, and of the means by which to 
empower the president and restore coherence to U.S. 
national security policy making and operations. 

2. DoD has thefunds to enableful I cooperati on from both 
the Department of State and the Department of J ustice. 
This entire program will cost no more than $3 billion a 
year— $1.5 bi 1 1 i on for a nati onal i ntel I igence make-over that 
fully integrates open sources of intelligence into Federal 
decisionmaking— and $1.5 billion a year for a global digital 
Marshall Plan that has digital New Deal elements here at 
home. 
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3. There is no need to physically restructure the 
government. Speaking in very practical terms, the 
Secretary General for National Security and all of the new 
elements proposed for the National Security Council can be 
housed in the South Central campus near the Department 
of State and recently vacated by the Central Intelligence 
Agency. 

4. There will need to be a Presidential Decision 
Memorandum and consensus on the Hi II in order to achieve 
legislation with the necessary statutory authority for both 
the new Secretary General for National Security, and 
several of the president's principal staff including the 
Director General for National Policy, Director General for 
National Intelligence, the Director General for Global 
Strategy, and the Director General for National Research. 

The United States is at a juncture where the president 
can neither direct nor persuade. Presidential leadership in 
national security policymaking requires a startling leap 
forward, a leap that can only be financed and 
bureaucratically enabled by the Department of Defense. It 
will take a small group of like-minded leaders, but if such a 
group can be put into place, the rest of the department, and 
hence the rest of the government, will follow. Only in this 
way can cohesion and continuity be restored to presidential 
leadership and national security policymaking. 

ENDNOTES - CHAPTER 12 

1. The original version of this paper is at 
www.oss-ndt/ Papers/ white' S99Paper.doc. A published version is at 
www.defensdaily.com/ reports/ securpolicyl099.htm. 

2. 'TAKEDOWN: The Asymmetric Threat to the Nation," Defense 
Daily Ndtwork, December 1998, at www.defensedaily.com/reports/ 
takedown.htm. 

3. Dr. J ames Schlesi nger said this to the Senate Committee on the 
Budget, February 24, 1999. The complete text of his remarks is 
reprinted in Colloquy, April 1999. 



279 




4. The pol itical science I iterature makes referenceto a 6-year period 
as the norm for change in organizations that desire change. Senator 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D-NY), writing in Miles to Go: A Personal 
History of Social Policy, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 
1997, writes of how it takes 25 years to effect significant change in U.S. 
policies and the organizations and spending patterns that reflect those 
policies. 

5. Mich E. Kabay, The NCSA Guide to Enterprise Security: 
Protecting I nformati on Assets, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1996, Chapter 
1, Figure 1, p. 11. The figure in the book is superseded by this 
information, provided by Dr. Kabay in personal communications to 
Robert Steele, OSS CEO, March 12, 1998. 

6. The Clinton administration National Security Council has the 
following elements, in this order of priority: 

Officeof the National Security Advisor 
E xecuti ve Secretary 
African Affairs 
Asian Affairs 

Central and Eastern Europe 

Defense Policy and Arms Control 

Democracy, Human Rights and H umanitarian Affairs 

Environmental Affairs 

European Affairs 

Global Issues and Multilateral Affairs 
I ntel I igence P rograms 
I nter-American Affairs 

Thisisactually a pretty good organization for deal ing with thespectrum 
of defense and diplomatic issues. It can be functionally improved, 
especially in relation to transnational criminal and financial issues, 
cultural, migration and health issues, and science & technology issues. 
One alternative treatment of how best to improve national security 
policymaking in relation to home defense, finance and trade, and 
science and technology is provided in Stephen A. Cambone, A Ne/v 
Structure for National Security Policy Planning, Washington, DC: 
Center for Strategic and I nternational Studies, 1998. 

7. Richard E. Neustadt and Ernest R. May, Thinking in Time The 
Uses of Hi story for Decision MakersNewYork: FreePress, 1988, provide 
a valuable study of how different times provide different measures and 
different perspectives from which to address the same facts. They 
suggest these measures and perspectives should be operationalized for 
the White House within theglobal strategy unit. This same unit should 
also be conscious of the full range of works on clashing civilizations, 
cultural imperialism, religious filters, and so on. If the National 

I ntel I igence Counci I is the integrator of "real world" information, then 



280 




the global strategy unit must bethe integrator of the I ntangiblefactors 
and the "wild card" aspects that tend to beset aside by the day-to-day 
analysts and their managers. 

8. David M. Abshire, Pra/enting World War 1 1 1 : A Realistic Grand 
Strategy, New York: Harper & Row, 1988. 

9. For a complete critique of our existing intelligence community 
and detailed recommendations on where we need to go, see On 
Intelligence: Spies and Secrecy in an Open World, AFCEA 
International Press, May 2000. With a foreword by Senator David L. 
Boren (former Chairman of the Senate Select Committee on 
Intelligence) and supporting blurbs from The Honorable Dick Kerr, 
former Deputy Director of Central Intelligence as well as several 
European flag officers, the book i ncl udes detailed recommendations for 
dramatically enlarging the scope and substantially changing the 
natureof the U.S. I ntel I igence Community. With a 50-page annotated 
bibliography that integrates Silicon Valley, Internet, management, 
and hacking books with the more traditional literature; a 62-page 
i ndex; and 30 pages of proposed legislation, theN ational Security Act of 
2001, this is a basic reference work on intelligence. Available directly 
from www.amazon.com. 

10. On I ntdligence, endnote 11, Chapter 8. 

11. Ibid., endnote 11, Chapter 12. Harlan Cleveland, The 
KnowledgeExecutive Leadership in an I nformation Society, New York: 
E.P. Dutton, 1985, makes a compelling case for precisely this kind of 
"higher education" for policymakers. 

12. OODA Loop: Devised by Col J ohn Boyd, "Orient, Observe, 
Decide, Act. "As Bill Gates has noted in his latest book, Business@The 
Speed of Thought, New York: Time Warner, 1999, the chief 
characteristic of the 21st century is going to be "velocity." This point 
was made in the 1980s by Brigadier Simpkin in his book. Race to the 
Swift: Thoughts on 21st Century Warfare Washington, DC: Brassey's, 
1985. 

13. In the early 1990s David Ignatius, then editor of the Outlook 
section ofTheWashington Post, wrotea very provocative piece on how 
overt groups were proving much moreeffectivethan covert campaigns 
to foster democracy and achieve other worthy goals. 

14. The conventional understanding of "intelligence" as 
information that is inherently classified is incorrect. Data is the raw 
pri nt, signal , or i mage. I nformation is data that has been col I ated i nto a 



281 




generically useful product that is generally broadcast. Both the Ne/v 
York Times and most of what is now called "intelligence" are actually 
unclassified or classified information. Intelligence is information that 
has been del i berately discovered, discri mi nated, disti I led, and del ivered 
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CHAPTER 13 



CONCLUSION 



Douglas T. Stuart 



As this volume goes to the printer, the American people 
are once again engaged in the quadrennial process of 
selecting a new president. Whichever candidate is elected, 
the new commander in chi ef will confront daunting national 
security problems, many of which have been discussed in 
thisvolume. Hemay alsohavetomakesubstantial changes 
in the national security bureaucracy in order to cope with 
these problems. 

The incoming president will be able to draw on many 
sources of information and advice as the new 
administration begins to consider reconstructing the 
machinery for national security planning and execution. 
One particularly valuable resource will be the Commissi on 
on National Security/21st century, which will besubmitting 
its Stage Three report to the Secretary of Defense in the 
spring of 2001. Their report will offer specific 
recommendations for reform of the national security 
bureaucracy. 

The i ncomi ng presi dent (or, more real i sti cal I y, hi s pol i cy 
advisers) will also benefit from reading this volume. If 
members of the next administration do pick up this book, 
they will find several interesting and, we believe, important 
points of consensus among the contributors. Three bear 
special mention. 

First, most of the authors in this volume have either 
asserted or implied that 21st century threats to U.S. 
national security will be more complex, multifaceted, and 
variablethan atanytimein our history. These threats will 
provide both challenges and opportunities for a new 
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Administration seeking to reform national security 
institutions. Furthermore, toa much greater extent than in 
the past, these threats will be composed of both domestic 
and international elements. Transnational crime, which 
Senator J ohn Kerry has described as the "new war," 
epitomizes the problem of "intermestic" threats to our 
national security. Arguing that the "new war" against 
transnational crime demands both coordinated 
international action and American leadership, Kerry 
concludes that: 

While none of us is willing— nor should we be— to give up any 
sovereignty; we must reexamine and, if necessary, change some 
laws to harmonize with a new, effective system of international 
law.^ 

As the president's incoming team develops plans and 
procedures for confronting intermestic threats to U.S. 
national security, they would be well advised to heed 
Senator Kerry's argument. But they would also be well 
advi sed to err i n favor of cauti on as they revi ew proposal s for 
the application of the machinery of international war 
fighting to issues which have traditionally been within the 
purview of domestic law enforcement. Such proposals will 
founder on three realities: 

• Public opposition to perceived infringements on the 
constitutionally-protected civil liberties of U.S. 
citizens. 

• Congressional resistance to the expansion of 
executive authority. 

• The exacerbation of existing tensions in civil-military 
relations. 

The second point of consensus among most of the 
contributors to this volume is that a national security 
bureaucracy that was created in 1947 cannot adequately 
addressthe21st century global security environment. Even 
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allowing for the changes which have taken place in the 
national security system over the last 5 decades(successive 
revisions of the National Security Act, passage of the 
Goldwater-Nichols Act, etc.) the system is simply too slow 
moving and unresponsive in its processes, too "stove piped" 
in its structure and too narrow in its focus. Defending the 
national security of the United States in the age of 
gl oba I i zat i on a n d i nf or mat i on wi 1 1 r equ i r e d r a mat i c ref or ms 
to the U.S. Government's industrial age organizations and 
planning processes. 

Several contributors to this volume have responded to 
these defects by recommending some form of Goldwater 
Nichols Act for the interagency process. To the extent that 
such a reform would require omnibus legislation, the 
i ncomi ng presi dent may be wel I advi sed to steer cl ear of th i s 
kind of ambitious structural reform at the beginning of his 
administration. The need is certainly great, but the timing 
and the circumstances may not be conducive to success. 

Determi ni ng the scope and ti mi ng of defense reform wi 1 1 
bea major issueforthenext administration. HarryTruman 
was able to work with the "damned 80th Congress" to pass 
the 1947 National Security Act becauseall parties shared a 
senseof emergency derived from their common experiences 
with Pearl Harbor and World War II. No comparable 
"burning platform" (to borrow William Navas' phrase) 
exists today. 

This having been said, the incoming president should 
waste noti me i n reach i ng out to key members of Congress to 
establish new, informal procedures for dialogue on issues of 
national security and defense reform. As Harold Koh has 
observed in The National Security Constitution, "When 
Congress enacted the National Security Act of 1947, its 
greatest error was its failure to address its own role in the 
national security system."^ The transformation of the 
relationship between the president and Congress in the 
area of national security is one of the least appreciated and 
most problematic aspects of the history of the 1947 Act. 
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Congressional punishment, or micromanagement, of the 
executive branch, by means of such devices as 
appropriations and oversight, is no substitute for 
productive executive-legislative consultation on issues of 
national security. It will not be easy for the incoming 
president to establish new procedures for working with 
members of the House and Senate, in particular because of 
generational and demographic changes in the makeup of 
Congress. But new procedures and attitudes are essential 
for the efficient handling of America's national security 
challenges. They are also a necessary first step toward 
fundamental reform of the national security bureaucracy 
for the 21st century. 

The third point of agreement is that any reform of the 
national security bureaucracy must be guided by a coherent 
and compelling national security strategy. This will be an 
extraordinarily difficult task, due to the aforementioned 
complexity and fluidity of the threat environment. The 
problem will be exacerbated bythefactthat no major power 
poses a near-term threat to American survival. This 
combination of multiple, abstruse, and asymmetric threats, 
and an overall environment of relative security, are not 
conducive to the articulation of a coherent and compelling 
national securitystrategy. Butdifficultywill not exempt the 
i ncomi ng presi dent from the responsi bi I i ty to devel op such a 
strategy. 

As the only branch of the government that has a large 
and well-established infrastructure dedicated to strategic 
planning, the Department of Defense (DoD) is in a unique 
position to assist the president in formulating such a 
strategy. 

One important instrument which is available to the 
Secretary of Defense to help shape future discussions about 
national security is the congressional ly mandated 
Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR). The 2001 QDR is 
currently under construction within the defense 
community. The primary QDR authors would be well 
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advised to begin by accepting one of the conclusions of the 
Phase Two report of the U.S. Commission on National 
Security/21st Century: . . American national security 

strategy must find its anchor in U.S. national interests."^ 
The concept of national interest is a notoriously soft and 
unreliable guide for foreign and defense planners, but it is 
also an unavoidable and indispensable precondition for 
thinking about national security. 

The Phase Two Commission report made a very modest 
attempt to sti mul atethi nki ng about America's i nterests. So 
did the 1997 QDR, which sought to distinguish between 
vital, important, and humanitarian interests.'^ The QDR 
2001 authors should consider being much more 
ambitious— and accord a high priority to the articulation of 
a coherent and compelling vision of U.S. national interests. 

I deal I y, t hi s vi si on wi 1 1 be sped fi c enough to gu i de pol i cy but 
also general enough to obtain the support of a wide 
cross-section of the Washington policy community and the 
American people. 

Formulating such a I i st of i nterests wi 1 1 be a demanding 
exercise but it will also be beneficial, in three ways. First 
and most importantly, a well -constructed list of national 
interests will provide the logical basis for the QDR's 
proposed national securitystrategy. Second, a listing of U.S. 
national interests will stimulate national debate about 
America's role in the post-Cold War international system. 
Third, in order to develop a list of U.S. national interests, 
DoD will have to work closely with other executive branch 
agencies, including the Department of State and the 
National Security Council (NSC). Ideally, this exercise will 
result in the establishment of new procedures for, and 
habits of, interagency consultation and policy coordination. 
Until the American people. Congress, and the president are 
ready to pass a new National Security Act, these types of 
modest improvements in interagency cooperation may be 
the best that we can hope for. 
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